County of Orange lﬁ]@'ﬁ]@

DATE: October 9, 1996
TO: Members, Orange County Planning Commission
FROM: George Britton, Manager, Environmental & Project Planning Division

SUBJECT: Transmittal of Partial Materials for Agenda Item 1 (Musick Jail
Expansion) for Tuesday, October 15, 1996

Materials for next week's agenda items for the Musick jail expansion (Tuesday)
and the E1l Toro reuse plan (Wednesday) will be delivered this Friday, October
11th.

In consideration of the large quantity of materials to review, we are
transmitting all of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR 564 (Musick
Jail Expansion) today. (The 180+ page Lake Forest letter in this transmittal
has not been bracketed; this letter will be bracketed and indexed to responses
in the same manner as the other letters in the final transmittal.)
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August 27, 1996

- Supervisor James W. Silva C. Brian Conners
Orange County Board of Supervisors 25261 Dayton
10 Civic Center Plaza Lake Forest, CA
Santa Ana, California 92706 92630
Dear Mr. Silva:

I would like to comment on two key issues affecting South
County residents:

1) The Proposed El Toro International Airport Proposal
2) The Musik Jail Expansion Proposal

I believe that the Board of Supervisors is receiving biased,
misleading and special interest sponsored studies endorsing
these two initiatives. I can speak from experience.

1.) If you travel to other US international airports
throughout the country, and I have to most of them, I can
think of no international airport in the US that I would
like to live within-15 miles. The reward for more economic
growth of an airport in my experience has been crime (NY,
Chicago, LAX, etc.) more traffic generation (one estimate
25,000 cars per day), noise (one plane per minute),
congestion, smog, crazy taxi drivers, rental car companies,
and transients. All of the above will affect the quality of life
and the desirability of the residents that live near the

airport.
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Remember, the reason many of the residents moved to
Orange County-Not for Jobs, but Quality of Life. If you
think back just 5-10 years, Orange County was
recognized as a “bedroom community”. I had to commute
3 hours a day to LA in traffic for 3 years before I relocated
my job to Orange County. I commuted that distance
voluntarily because my first priority was for my family’s
quality of life. I can still remember the billboard signs
(green areas, golf courses, palm trees, lakes, families)
promoting Mission Viejo as the California Family Dream.

There are other very good alternatives to an International
Airport that provide robust growth, but intelligently
planned will preserve the quality of life. Disney makes at
least $1-2 Billion annually per entertainment park. I am not
proposing another one be built, I only suggest that a
combined entertainment /education/recreation use of the
land is estimated to produce $ 4 Billion to the county
annually-what is wrong with that? The economic study I
saw (First Interstate Bank) is that the county’s total GDP is
about that amount. Four billion dollars is more money
than the county receives now, and I think the quality of
life for all residents could be maintained to continue to
make Orange County one of the most desirable places to
live in the US.

2) PRISONS BELONG IN THE DESERT-OUT OF THE
REACH OF FAMILIES AND CHILDREN-IT IS JUST THAT
SIMPLE TIT NO MATTER WHAT THE COST Ti1

IR~
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Even if there are extra costs of transportation, and
logistical issues involved in locating a maximum security
prison out of the immediate area, I believe most residents
would be happy to pay for the extra costs versus seeing
property values decline more so because of the stigma of
having a jail located next to their home. I grew up in
Nassau County, Long Island and they did exactly what is
being proposed to Musik Jail. The properties have fallen 20-
25% from there peak because of economic problems, but
have not rebounded as well as other cities outside the area
due to the deterioration of the neighborhood due to the
perception of the prison. I do not care what anyone says-
PERCEPTION IS 90% OF WHAT IS REALITY. People do not
like to live near hard-core criminals even if they are
chained down 100% of the time.

I urge you to oppose these initiatives heartily, because I
have experienced them and I know most residents will
regret them no matter how much growth they receive in
exchange. I can tell you this I am days away from putting
my house up for sale. If these measures move much
further along my house will be up for sale in the next 60
days.

Sincerely and Concerned,

C. Brian Conners
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September 26, 1996

Mr. Paul Lanning

Environmental & Project Planning
300 N. Flower Street, Room 321
Santa Ana, CA 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

We have reviewed EIR No. 564, The Musick Jail Expansion EIR, and the
following are our comments regarding this report:

1.

The modeling assumptions do not incorporate a Reuse Plan for the El Toro
MCAS. We suggest that a cumulative analysis of El Toro MCAS re-use
project and the jail expansion to be performed.

The report need to address how the selected improvements in table 21 will
be funded.

A discussion of trip generation rates used in the modeling process should
be included in the report. Specifically, existing and future trip generation
rates assumed for all land use categories (i.e. : inmates, employment, etc.)
should be specified.

The report indicates that the tuming movements are pulled together from a
number of sources and have been adjusted to correlate with ETSAM ADT
projections. Further discussion may be needed in the report to explain the
above procedure in detail.

5. The potential freeway impacts need to be identified in this report.

Please contact Shohrah Shoaee of my staff at (714) 560-5673 if you have any
questions regarding the above comments.

LT R

Ron Taira,
Manager of Transportation Analysis R=o - .
SEP J 9 19%
EMA
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This letter is to express my concern about the proposed Musick Jail planned
expansion.

The EIR report submitted is seriously flawed and comments regarding * no effects on
the community “ is an insult to anyone with the slightest of common sense.

Enclosed please find articles from only a few days papers that portray the mentality
and behavior of released criminals. Are these the people that you would want
residing in your community and released a short distance from your home and
families ? Is anyone to really believe it would not affect the way of life in the entire
community ?

This weeks riots in Folsom Prison ( one of the nations most secure facility ) was met
with gunshots. Guards fired warning shots into the air before they fired at the
prisoners. Where did these bullets come down ? In the future perhaps in the heads of
ourselves , our children and our families. But no, it won't have any effect on the
surrounding community as the report states.

How about the prisoner that escaped from the bus going to Musick last week ?
Perhaps he needed a car. The parolee in Colorado needed a car and killed three fine
young men to get it. But no, it will have no effect on our community as your report
states.

In addition this facility will encourage all homeowners to arm themselves and live in a
constant state of anxiety. We could no longer let our children play in the parks and
streets and enjoy the life we came here for. Every stranger would be suspect.

Who will be responsible for the neighbor boy that climbs over the fence at night and is
shot out of fear. Who will take the responsibility? Those making the EIR report ?

| hardly think so.

D

One only needs to read the daily paper to see the effects of prisons, parolees,
escapees and exconvicts. They do not belong in a family oriented neighbor. [f this
prison is allowed to be built, we ourselves will be prisoners in our own homes, unable
to freely walk our streets, sleep in peace or sell our homes. We will be incarcerated in
|__much the same way the incarcerated were allowed into our fine community.

For whomever did the traffic study you must have forgot to try and pull out of our tract
between 7-10 am and 4-6 pm. if you did you would have made note of this sometimes
impossible task and extremely dangerous feat. If traffic gets any worse we won't have
to worry about ever selling our home , nobody could get to it anyway. Well, not to
worry, the EIR report says the added traffic won't effect our community.

a0
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The common sense approach would be to build the prison in close proximity to the
courthouse, public transportation, legal practices and families of crime oriented
individuals. Not only is the price of land more reasonable, but the prison could be
built highrise style making construction less expensive. Construction would provide
7 | considerable jobs in this low income area and serve as training for those with no skills
(perhaps parolees) offering them an occupation and a new lease on life. Time credits
could be earned for those non-violent prisoners that volunteer to provide labor. It also
would be convenient for attorneys and save considerable travel time and county
expense for public defenders. It would be convenient for families and friends of
prisoners as public transportation is readily available to this area.

There are numerous area of Santa Ana that are desperately in need of renovation.
8 This project could provide that renovation, much need jobs and job training.

Funding for such a project could come from the sale of the property of the existing

Musick Honor Farm and government subsidies for job training programs.

(2ol 0 At

Richard Gash
24246 Sparrow St.
Lake Forest, Ca. 92630

PS. Perhaps we should enact a law that states “ The effected community has the
9 exclusive right to appoint the consuiting firm that prepares the Environmental Impact

Report. “
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Girl's murder provokes |

debate on sex offenders

CRIME: The slaying
has anguished the na-
tion. Some are calling
for chemical castration
for child molesters.

" By TERRENCE PETTY

The Associated Press

BONN, Germany — Germany
is weeping for Natalie Astner.

Kidnapped on her way to
school Friday, sexually abused
and left to die, the 7-year-old Ba-
varian girl has become the focus
of a national scul-searching over
public safety and the early re-

. lease of sex criminals from jail.

Natalie was seized in her home
village of Epfach, sexually mo-

" lested, battered against a tree.
- and then dumped naked and un-

conscious into a river — alleged-
ly by a convicted child molester
released early from prison for
good behavior.

Germans have sent flowers to
Natalie's parents, and placed
teddy bears, red roses and can-
dles near the Lech River, where

. her assailant left her to drown.

As her white coffin was low-
ered into the ground Wednesday
in Epfach, anguished Germans

- were asking themselves how to

prevent the legal system from
failing again.
They were aghast at the re-

" cently disclosed sex murders of

young girls in Belgium. But they
tend to view their country as a
place where children do not have

" to worry about walking alone.

. Natalie’s murder has

badly
shaken this sense of safety.

1 can understand the rage and
the indignation that has been un-
leashed by the crime against lit-

" tle Natalie," federal Justice Min-

* said Wednesday.

ister Edzard Schmidt-Jortzig
*Everything
must be done to prevent such
crimes.”

- . From five to 10 children are

. lace,”

killed in Germany each year by
people who have sexually abused
them, says Christian Pfeiffer,
head of Lower Saxony state’s Re-
search Institute for Criminology.
. Chancellor Helmut Kohl's Cab-
inet on Wednesday discussed the
murder and the country's exist-
ing laws on sex offenders. *‘This
is an extremely important mat-
ter that affects the whole popu-
Kohl said through a

_ spokesperson.

The murder has been front-
page news all week. Politicians

" and law enforcement officials
" have gone on TV and radio shuws

arguing over whether laws on the
early release of sex offenders are
too liberal.

A 27-year-old electrician has
confessed to Natalie's murder.

- The man, identified only as Ar-

nim S., was convicted of molest-
ing children in 1993 and released
early from prison last year be-

- cause officials deemed he was no

longer a menace to society.

PARENTS' PAIN: Johann and
Christine Astner cry in each
other’s arms Wednesday during
the funeral of their slain
daughter, Natalie, in Bavaria.

Residents of Natalie's village,
where bhlack ribhons were
draped over street signs, are in
such pain that journalists were
not permitted inside St. Barthol-
omew Church for her funeral.

The service. attended by virtu-
ally all of the 500 villagers, was
broadcast over loudspeakers to
200 people who could not find
space inside in the church.

Since Monday, parents in Ep-
fach have been escorting their
children to school.

According to Reinhard Ne-
metz, lead prosecutor in the
case, Arnim S. told investigators
he got into a borrowed car Fri-
dav intending to kidnap a child
for ransom.

He spotted Natalie, stopped the
car, shoved her into the trunk as
she cried for help. and drove to a
bridge, Nemetz said. He then
bound Natalie's arms and legs.
the prosecutor said.

The accused said he drove Nat-
alie to a field and sexually
abused her, Nemetz said. The
suspect denics raping her.

Natalie hegged for her life, of-
fering money to Arnim S. and
promising not to tell her parents
what had happened, Nemetz
said. The accused repeatedly
rammed her head against a tree,
threw her unconscious bndy into
the car, and drove to a brook.
into which he tossed her hndy.
the prosecutor said.

Claudia Nolte, federal minister
for matters concerning families,
the elderly, women and children,
is demanding chemical castra-
tion for repeat sex offenders —
but only on a voluntary basis.

“Our goal must be assuring
that children are protected from
sexual abuse,” she said.

The Christian Social Union, the
party that governs Bavaria, has
demanded that the maximum
sentence for sexual abuse of chil-
dren be raised to 15 years from 10
years and that probation be man-
datory for all sex offenders re-
leased early.

T
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Jail escapee unearthed
at his girlfriend’'s home

ARREST: The man,
who had fled during a
jail-bus ride Monday
night, is found several
hours later, hiding in
the closet.

By CHRISTINE L. PETERSON
The Orange County Register

SANTA ANA — An Orange
County Jail mmate who escaped
Monday after kicking out the
back window of a jail bus was re-
arrested early Tuesday at his
girlfriend’s home.

Arturo Martin Quezada, 22, of
Santa Ana was found hiding in a
closet of a home in the 900 block
of North West Street at about 3
a.m., Orange County sheriff’s Lt.
Ron Wilkerson said.

““It was just good sleuthing and
police work,” Wilkerson said of
the strategy used to find Que-
zada.

Fugitive-warrant investiga-
tors interview acquaintances of
escapees to learn where they
may have gone. That process led
deputies to the home of Claudia
Hesequio, 21.

Hesequio. was arrested on sus-
picion of aiding and abetting an
escapee: Quezada, who had been
jailed on a spousal-abuse convic-
tion, was booked on an escape

charge, which could send him to —

state prison.

Quezada was working in .a
kitchen at the Central Jail and
was being taken back to the mini-
mume-security James A. Musick
Facility in Irvine when he es-
caped at about 8 p.m. Monday.
He kicked out a window and fled
west on Santa Ana Boulevard to-
ward Poinsettia Street.

He was in a low-security bus
that didn’t have bars over the
windows — customary transpor-
tation for inmates assigned to
work crews, Wilkerson said.

Before his escape, Quezada
had served one month of a nine-
month sentence for the spousal
abuse of a woman, Wilkerson
said. .

According to court records,
Quezada was convicted twice for
spousal abuse, in August 1995
and in August 1996.

After the first incident, Aug. 4,
1995, Quezada was sentenced to

-three years’ probation, 60 days in

jail and ordered to complete a
domestic-violence program, the
records show.

He submitted proof to the court
in December 1995that he had
signed up for the domestic-vio-
lence program.

But he pleaded guilty in Sep-
tember 1996 to the second charge
and was sentenced to 30 days in
jail for the 1996 conviction and a
six-month sentence for violating
his probation in the 1995 case.

Register staff writer John McDonald
contributed to this report.
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P> COURTS: RULING PROMISES TO
DELAY TRIAL OF SERIAL-KILLER
SUSPECT. PAGE 5

P> CULTURE: ART MUSEUM TO
SELL WORKS OF RENOWNED

PHOTOGRAPHER. PAGE 7

THE ORANGE COUNTY REGI:

Parents visit home
- where son was slain

CRIME: Richard and
Anita Bates claim their
son’s remains and
question a violent
man’s parole.

By KIM CHRISTENSEN
The Orange County Register

BAYFIELD, Colo. — Richard
and Anita Bates stepped over a
spray of red roses and closed the
front door behind them Friday as
they entered the house where
their son Steven and two friends
were slain three days earlier.

They avoided the bedroom
where Steven and the others died
of gunshot wounds in the head.

A short while later they
emerged, clutching his basket-
ball and diary, keepsakes of a
promising life that ended much
too soon at the age of 20.

““We came out here to bring our
son home,"” said Richard Bates,
who hours earlier had arranged
to have Steven's body sent back
to Orange County for funeral ser-
vices Monday.

““We're saddened to come here
for this reason, especially some-
thing as horrible as this was —
the loss of our son and two other
kids,” he said. ‘‘It’s a hard thing
to adjust to, having a son mur-
dered. It just kind of makes you
numb.”

Steven Bates and two Orange
County friends, Joshua Turville

and John Lara III, both 20, were
shot to death early Tuesday by
Joseph Gallegos, a Colorado pa-
rolee to whom they had given a
helping hand and a place to live.

Gallegos, 18, was killed hours
later by a Greeley police SWAT
team, while holding his ex-giri-
friend and three other University
of Northern Colorado students
hostage in a dormitory room.

Richard Bates, a Rancho San-
tiago Community College biology
professor, said he and his wife
are troubled that someone with
Gallegos’ criminal history was
allowed to move in with his son
and the others without any su-
pervision by authorities.

Please see PARENTS Page 2
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FROM @ Law 3ffice MATHEILIS PHCNE NC. @ 714 476 2875 Sct. 341 13SE @9:S@Rt Fo

October 1, 1996
Eanvironmental Management Agency /
Environmental and Project Planning Division yE 0
ATTN: Paul Lanning A
County of Orange RE \ 0%
P. O. Box 4048 0@ 0 e
Santa Ana, CA 92702 - L

Re: Public Comments on Musick Jail EIR

Dear Mr. Lanning:
— | have several concerns with the proposed expansion of the subject jail. First, a maximum
Mjaﬂ in the mddle of the Irvine Spectrum is a bad idea. This area is a magnet for young,
growing middle class families. This area is ringed with existing and new residential development.
It is ringed with new and expanding light industry and other businesses. You do not phunk down a
1| madimum security jail, housing seven times the number now housed, in the middle of this kind of an
area. This type of facility will attract the wrong element to the area, i.e. the convicts’ friends and
family, who no doubt share their values. These convicts will be released into the area. It will be
importing a serious criminal element into an area which is now considered to be relatively “safe.”
Why aren’t more remote areas of Orange County being considered? Or areas which are already

. - f,
crime-ridden, such as downtown Santa Ana’

Second, I am concerned that the impact on traffic has not been adequately projected. A
seven-fold increase in the number of inmates, along with employees of the expanded facility, will have

a major impact on Alton Parkway, Trabuco/Irvine Blvd., and Bake Parkway. The traffic on Bake
2 Parkway has already increased five to seven-fold since the opening of the Bake Parkway freeway
ramps. The corner at Bake/Trabuco will be a severe bottleneck, as Bake Parkway and Lake Forest
Avenue are the only routes of ingress/egress from the Foothill Ranch area (excluding the Foothill
Llol}way, which is not practical because it ends in Irvine).

In short, T am personally affected, because Bake Parkway used to be a pleasant suburban
street, and is now used as a raceway and shortcut for persons trying to avoid the 405 freeway to get
to places like Portola Hills, Rancho Santa Margarita, Dove Canyon and Coto de Caza. Now, with
3| ahuge jail facility located at the gateway to Foothill Ranch (Bake/Trabuco intersection), it will be
obnoxious. I am not sure if a commercial facility wanted to build such a plant, they would be
h'__i!_l.?wed by the County to so adversely impact the surrounding area.

Very truly yours, .

éAROL M %%s

5 Pandale
Post-it™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 |#otpsges » Z__ Foothill Ranch, CA 92610

F'_E:.«A_Lm.fxmg_;aml_&:aﬁus_ (714) 455-9410 001264
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CAssemhlg WND COMMERCE
Talifornia Zﬁegiﬁlatm INSURNGE O
HOU
MICKEY CONROY DEvELoPMEN T
ASSEMBLYMAN, SEVENTY-FARST DISTRICT agg;zgzgﬁas
ORANGE COUNTY TASK FORCE ON DEFENSE
CONVERSION

September 25, 1996 SebeA

Mr. Paul Lanning

Envircnmental Management Agency :
Environmental and Project Planning Division
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Please insert my proposal to locate a multi-county jail facility at
the former George Air Force Base into the official record of this
meeting as it is presented by my Field Representative Chau Tran. My
concern 1s that the D.E.I.R. 1s deficient, in that is has not fully
explored all the alternatives to the proposed project as required
under the California Environmental Quality Act. The specifics of
such discrepancies will be detailed in the proposal.

My proposal to locate a prison complex on a closed military
facility far from population centers represents a sensible
alternative to the one currently being proposed. It deserves to be
given full and careful consideration as an alternative in the CEQA
document now being prepared.

Thank you for taking this proposal under consideration. Should you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
MICKEY:CONROY- ::
Assemblyman, 71st District

oFFIcEs 001265

STATE CAPITOL 1940 N. TUSTIN ST, #102
SACRAMENTO, CA 85814 ORANGE, CA 92885
(916) 445-2778 {714) 988-0880

FAX (918) 324-5872 FAX [T14) 988-7102



COMMITTEES

CHAIRMAK:
ésazmhlg UTILITIES AND COMMERCE
MEMBER:
@alifornia Legislahire HIGHER EDUCATION
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY
MICKEY CONROY DEVELOPMENT
ASSEMBLYMAN, SEVENTY-FRST DISTRICT TR CHAMMITTEES
ORANGE COUNTY TASK FORCE ON DEFENSE
CONVERSION

CHIEF OF STAFF

Comments of Assemblyman Mickey Conroy
on the inadequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the expansion of the Musick Jail Facility
Irvine, CA September 25, 1996

[ The Draft E.I.R. is deficient in that it has not fully explored all
of the alternatives to the proposed project as required under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

My proposal 1s to locate a multi-county jail facility outside of
Orange County at the closed George Air Force Base near Adelanto in
San Bermnardino County. There are a number of reasons why this
would make sense. irst and foremost, the people in the area would
welcome a jail/prison facility and the jobs which such a facility
would create locally. It is clear that you will find that locating
a jail here in the densely populated South Orange County is opposed
1 by the majority of local residents. Since that is the case, it
makes good sense to try to find a way to locate such a facility
where it would be welcomed, rather than in Orange County, where it
will be fought every step of the way.

Concerns have been raised that there would be prohibitive costs of
transporting prisoners back and forth from a remote site to Santa
Ana to appear in trials. These may be valid concerns, but there
may be viable sclutions to these concerns, and they deserve to be
studied.

For instance, as we enter the electronic age, what is wrong with
building a generic courtroom at George, where prisoners could be
arraigned, or where they could make court appearances via
L_electronic closed circuit hookups.

I should also like to point out an inconsistency in the D.E.I.R.
On page 41, a statement is made that "the medium and maximum
security inmates never leave the buildings unless they are
released, AND NEVER GO TO COURT or to the hospital." In spite of
this quote, on pages 213 and 214 where a brief discussion is made
2| of the possibility of a remcte location alternmative, the document
uses the cost of transportation to court as the compelling reason
against a remote location. The other compelling reason stated, is
that in the 1989 study of a Riverside County location, the local
population was against siting a jail in their community. As I
stated earlier, at George Air Force Base, the community of
V Adelanto, which is closest to the base, and the one most impacted

STATE CAPITOL OFFICES wonusstoe 001266
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 ORANGE, CA 92865
_ 1?16) 445.2778 (714) 988-0880

SN ma e An s pOe FAY 714) 988-7102
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(copt'd)
by Tthe loss of military employment, is supportive of locating a
prison at the base.

My point is that there are solutions if people care enough to look

for them. The purpose of an Environmental Impact Report is to

3 examine the probable impacts of a proposed project and to mitigate
the impacts or suggest alternatives with fewer negative impacts.

Clearly the alternative of placing a jail facility in an area away

from the dense population will mitigate the negative effect of

locating the jail in the El Toro, Lake Forest or Mission Viejo

communities.

The concept which I proposed to the Governor last May is fairly
straightforward:

The prison complex would include three separate and independent

facilities within one perimeter:

* A multi-county detention center to ease overcrowding in the
county jails in several Southern California counties. Only
criminals who have been sentenced to 30 days or more would be
sent to this facility.

* A state prison for state prisoners and for county prisoners
who have been sentenced to at least one year.
* A federal prison for those convicted of federal crimes,

including those who have entered this country illegally.

All levels of government--County, State, and Federal--could save
41 the taxpayers substantial amounts of money in construction costs by
building three facilities at a single site. In addition, there
would undoubtably be savings in the costs of operating three
adjacent prisons.

This proposal clearly represents a sensible alternative to the one

now being proposed. It deserves to be given £full and careful
consideration as an alternative in the CEQA document now being
prepared.

It solves a number of problems. It will ease jail over crowding in
Orange County and other Southern California Counties, as more
people are convicted under "three strikes". It will replace the
jobs lost in the area around George Air Force Base and it will help
eliminate any need for building a new jail in Orange County.

I am aware that this proposal would represent a significant
departure from the way business is normally done in government.
The fact alone, should not rule out a meaningful examination of the
idea. Government needs to get away from the "business as usual"
notion of doing things and be willing to look at innovative new
solutions to old problems. I am aware that a thorough examination
of the proposal may determine that it is indeed unfeasible for cost
or other reasons. I simply think that it would be in the best
interest of all concerned to be certain that every potential
alternative to the Musick expansion has been thoroughly evaluated
before coming to the conclusion that a new jail facility must be
built in this neighborhood.
00126




The D.E.I.R. presently deals with the alternative of a remote site.
This report is deficient because it relies primarily on information
develcoped in 1989, and does not take into consideration: the
technological advances that have occurred since that time. These
recent developments allow for such things as videoconferencing
which allows for a defendant to be present at trial £from a remote
site via electronic communication. The law has been changed since
1989 to allow this, we should consider all of these things before
simply dusting off a 7 or 8 year old study and relying on it as
being valid today.

Thank you for taking this proposal under consideration.
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David Bowman
24511 Via Tonada
Lake Forest, CA 92630

September 30, 1996

Paul Lanning

County Planner and Project Manager
300 N. Flower Street, Third Floor
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Strong Opposition To The James A. Musick Jail Expansion
Proposal

Dear Mr. Lanning:

As a Lake Forest resident, | am strongly opposed to the James A. Musick Jail

Expansion due to safety considerations impacting the community and the adverse
impact on residential property values.

Knowing that Orange County will benefit from the implementation of this project, |
expect to be financially compensated should this proposal be implemented thereby
adversely impacting the value and/or marketability of my residence located at 14511

Via Tonada, Lake Forest. What are Orange County’'s plans for compensating home
owners located in the vicinity of these proposals?

Please pursue alternatives to the James A. Musick Jail Expansion that would have less

of an adverse impact on the residents of Lake Forest/lrvine. | can be contacted at
(714) 754-2073.

NE B

David Bowman,
A Very Concemned Lake Forest Resident

VN3

gel 1 0 100
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STATE OF CALFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 12

2507 PULLMAN STREET
SANTA ANA, CA 92705

o

September 27, 1996
Paul Lanning File: IGR/CEQA
Environmental Management Agency SCH # 96061024

300 N. Flower Street
Santa Ana, Ca. 92702-4048

Subject: James A. Musick Jail Expansion

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the above mentioned project.
The proposed project consists of expansion and operation of the
Musick jail to a maximum of 7,584 inmates. Caltrans District 12 is
a reviewing agency and has no comment at this time.

Please continue to keep us informed of future developments
which could potentially impact our State Transportation Facilities.
If you have any questions, or need to contact us, please call
Aileen Kennedy on (714) 724-2239.

Sincerely,

felert

Robert F. Joseph, fhietf
Advance Planning Branch

Tom Loftus, OPR

Ron Helgeson, HDQTRS Planning

Tom Persons, HDQTRS Traffic Operations
T. H. Wang, Traffic Operations

cC:

PETE WILSON, Gowernor



A Resident Owned Senior Community

The GROVES Homeowners, Inc.

5200 Irvine Blvd., Irvine CA 92720 (714) 832-3600 e FAX (714) 832-3536

September 30, 1996

To Whom This May Concern:

It is impossible for me to believe that the county in which I have
resided, worked and raised my children for over 22 years would even
consider placing a maximum security facility directly across the street
from a beautiful, family oriented neighborhood, Serrano Park.

This is a complete travesty - the prisoners get a beautiful neighborhood
in which to live, meanwhile, our beautiful neighborhood loses its
property values, no longer attracts families with children and will
therefore lose many residents that no longer will feel safe in their own
home. Do you realize we can hear the loudspeakers from Musak - that
is how close we are.... The prisoners win - we lose - and what did we
ever do to deserve this - pay our taxes - participate in the community
activides, etc. The additional oraffic caused by the family members
and friends of prisons will just add to the breakdown of the quality of
life in this area.

But then - why should I believe the county cares about the beautiful
neighborhoods of Lake Forest, Irvine and surrounding cities since they
want to completely ruin it with the addition of an unwanted - unneeded
and completely unjustified airport!!!!!

My husband and I planned on retiring soon - is-this the community that
we want to live to retire in? Happy peaceful retirement to us!

I hope you consider the homeowners and residents that reside here this
above the prisoners!!!

)
Si ely, e
antone V) 1ddiTin 10,
3
Charlene Middleton ELY
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October 1, 1996
24662 Sunset Lane
Lake Forest, Ca. 92630

_-..Paul Lanning Project Mgr.
300 N. Flower St.
#321
P. O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, Ca. 92702

Re: Prison and Airport

Dear Paul:

We strongly oppose both!

We feel it is unpatriotic to have the meeting on November 5.
Part of the duty of a good citizen is to give your time to
administration of the voting. It is unbelievable for you

to take this fact and deprive those citizens of their right
to attend and protest at the meeting by scheduling it for
November 5. The basis of our country is to listen to the
people and their views. Not to schedule and change meetings,
so this is not possible.

WE were pleased at the meeting to see instead of apathy that
has reigned for a long time in Lake Forest, citizens involved
and ranging in all ages.

Let's at a local level show what America is all about and not

make a sham of our nation's ideals. /7
| ————
(\Edwina Stude
cc: John R. Lewis ) /1 z/ijééi:zz;;~
B.Boxer 7/
Feinstein // A
C. Cox Joseph Stude

0601272



October 1, 1996

Environmental Management Agency
Environmental and Project Planning Division
County of Orange

P. O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Re: Public Comments on Musick Jail EIR

Dear Mr. Lanning:

I have several concerns with the proposed expansion of the subject jail. First, a maximum
security jail in the middle of the Irvine Spectrum is a bad idea. This area is a magnet for young,
growing middle class families. This area is nnged with existing and new residential development.
It is ringed with new and expanding light industry and other businesses. You do not plunk down a
maximum security jail, housing seven times the number now housed, in the middle of this kind of an
area. This type of facility will attract the wrong element to the area, i.e. the convicts’ friends and
family, who no doubt share their values. These convicts will be released into the area. It will be
importing a serious criminal element into an area which is now considered to be relatively “safe.”
Why aren’t more remote areas of Orange County being considered? Or areas which are already
cnme-ridden, such as downtown Santa Ana?

e
[ =Y

Second, I am concerned that the impact on traffic has not been adequately projected. A
seven-fold increase in the number of inmates, along with employees of the expanded facility, will have
a major impact on Alton Parkway, Trabuco/Irvine Blvd., and Bake Parkway. The traffic on Bake
Parkway has already increased five to seven-fold since the opening of the Bake Parkway freeway
ramps. The corner at Bake/Trabuco will be a severe bottleneck, as Bake Parkway and Lake Forest
Avenue are the only routes of ingress/egress from the Foothill Ranch area (excluding the Foothill
Lm_T_o;_llway, which is not practical because it ends in Irvine).

In short, I am personally affected, because Bake Parkway used to be a pleasant suburban
street, and is now used as a raceway and shortcut for persons trying to avoid the 405 freeway to get
to places like Portola Hills, Rancho Santa Margarita, Dove Canyon and Coto de Caza. Now, with
a huge jail facility located at the gateway to Foothill Ranch (Bake/Trabuco intersection), it will be
obnoxious. I am not sure if a commercial facility wanted to build such a plant, they would be
allowed by the County to so adversely impact the surrounding area.

Very truly yours, .
%AROL M. %3%715;5 _
5 Pandale TS

Foothill Ranch, CA 92610 ArT -
(714) 455-9410 '
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Eugene Dale Tyler PR
P.O. Box 19397 e RcE
Irvine, CA 92623-9397 r g 2 8%
gLt v =
ENA

October 1, 1996

ounty of Orange
R T Lannm g

300 N~ Flower Streef, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Sir:

This is to advise you that I believe that the expansion of the Musick jail is a grave error and fraud
perpetrated on the communities of southern Orange County, especially Lake Forest, Mission
Viejo, and Irvine.

[ have examined the so-called EIR and have found it lacking in substance and in form. There

1 appears to be no real examination of alternatives to building anything but a overwhelming group
of structures completely out of character for the area. Also, I saw no examination of steps that
would be taken to prohibit visitors to the jail from causing parking problems, loitering, and
committing crimes in the immediate area. At the very least, access to the jail should be from the
east only, and persons enroute to or from the jail should be arrested for using routes other than the
one prescribed. It should be considered a violation of parole/probation to be within 2 miles of the
| jail, except for work or school.

" Also, statements made about the community around the Lacy jail by Mr. Gates are incorrect. I

have talked to persons who live in that area. They report frequent problems with petty crimes and

2 some are afraid to call the police for fear of reprisals. Mr. Gates is biased because he stands to

gain financially from the construction of the Musick jail. He would have a greater budget and
would supervise more personnel, thus demanding a bigger salary.

I encourage the supervisors of Orange County to send the Musick jail back to the drawing board.
3 | We should be looking at less expensive alternatives, like using out of county private jails that will
house our prisoners at a fraction of the cost in remote areas of California.

exmecmmgmon

Sincerely,

zeneialc T
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Thomas A Grisafe
25032 Paseo Cipres
Lake Forest, CA 92630

October 2, 1996
re: Musick Maximum Security Jail EIR
Paul Lanning, Project Manager
Environmental & Project Planning
300 N. Flower St. Rm. #321
Santa Ana, CA 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning,

T wish to raisc several issues that I believe are flaws and/or outright fraudulent claims made in the
Musick Jail EIR. The general tone of the report is that of a sales pitch rather than what it should
be, an objective evaluation of the impact of the proposed project on the community. Even
portraying the project as an “expansion” rather than describing what it really is, “the replacement
of a minimum security honor farm with a maximum security Jail” belies the intent of the writers to
deceive the reader. This is not merely an expansion of the existing facility. Below are additional
comments I wish considered.

1. The EIR does not accurately portray the project for what it is, 8 S-story maximum security
inmate facility located in an area zoned for private homes and 2-story commercial buildings.
It does not indicate that project will introduce a new and dangerous class of inmates and their
associates into our comumunity, our neighborhoods and our places of business. Nor does it
accurately address the socioeconomic impact on the surrounding communities. Clearly the
intent of the EIR is to promote the project and to neutralize any opposition to it. Even the
photographs showing the site are taken in such & manner to include only the rural property
surrounding the facility and not show the adjacent residential areas. That in itself is deceitful.

2. The EIR does not address the unimproved land on the Musick site except to indicate that it
will be farmland. Clearly this property will be available for further expansion and additional
facilities. No information is given guaranteeing future use of the property or its further impact
on the communities.

3. The EIR does not address how the severely disturbed juveniles will commute to and from the
facility. Will we have these people roaming our neighborhoods? How will the County ensure
that they do not have any negative impact on our local communities or businesses?

4. The EIR does not address the cumulative effect of the airport, the homeless shelters, the
disabled facilities and other projects that are proposed for this area. This report should
inchide the combined effect on the local property values, traffic, community maintenance,
community security, and other issues that may affect the local communities and County in &
general. &



10.

11

12.

13.

The EIR does not address the County’s previous commitment to not expand the Musick site
to anything more than the existing minimum security facility. Are we to accept that the
County does not intend to honor its contracts with its citizens? If so, why then should we
believe anything promised in the current proposal?

The EIR traffic impact analysis is inconsistent with the airport EIR.

The EIR does not address alternatives to this site and why alternate sites were rejected by the
County. My understanding is that the County is pursuing this site because of opposition from
residents near other sites. Are we operating on the basis of might makes right?

The EIR does not address how the County will compensate residents if we are damaged in the
form of decreased property values, victims of crimes, increased insurance premiums, increased
community maintenance costs to maintain clean streets, remove graffiti, and repair damage. Is
it the intent of the County to unload these and other financial burdens on local communities
without just compensation?

The EIR does not address the impact or control of visitors to our communities. Clearly there
will be little distinction between the people in the prison and those coming into our
communities to visit and meet with the inmates. 1Is it the intent of the County to leave us to
our own resources to deal with these bitter and often dangerous persons in our homes, in cur
neighborhoods, in our schools and in our places of business?

The EIR does not address the firture plans for the facility. Every time we hear an estimate of
the number of inmates proposed for this facility it goes up. Estimates have increased from
7400 to 7680 inmates. What guarantee do we have that the county will limit the population to
this number of inmates and that it will never increase in the future?

The EIR does not address the release of prisoners into our comnmnity. Through various
meetings we have learned that it is the Sheriff's intent to release all classifications of criminals
into our neighborhoods without regard to whether they are homeless, penniless or have
transportation. Clearly these people must find a means to get where they are going and they
will draw on the most available resources, our homes.

The EIR does not address how to contain 8000 prisoners in the event the security of the
facility is breached by a major event such as an earthquake, a bomb or airliner crash. How
will it be possible for a handful of guards to control that many hardened criminals or is it the
County’s intent to let them die in their cells?

The EIR claims that there will be no effect on property values of the local communities. The
recent drop in local home prices and testimonies specifically stating that buyers decided not to
purchase bomes in this area when they learned that there are plans for a prison prove this
assumption is wrong.



14. The EIR claims that the presence of a prison in our neighborhood will present no risk to the
safety of our wives and children despite the fact that rapists and child molesters will be
released within 700 feet of our neighborhoods. Even cigarette machines must be placed at
least 1000 feet from our kids’ schools. Apparently the writers of the EIR believe that
cigarettes present a greater risk to our kids than released criminals.

15. The County is rushing to vote on this important issue before the elections despite the fact that
there is no money to initiate it for many years, There has been insufficient time to evaluate the
validity of the EIR as demonstrated by the numerous errors and omissions cited in various
forums. This issue should be shelved until all elements of it are studied.

16. The Planning Commission has ot addressed the fact that several of the Orange County Board
of Supervisors have made contributions to projects that are compatible with a prison at this
site. A case can be made that the decision to locate the new prison at the Musick site has
already been made and the EIR is merely a formality designed to meet the letter of the law.
Clearly it was not intended to evaluate true environmental impacts on those affected by this
project.

17. Implementation of the proposed Musick facility will limit other project options for the Marine
Base should the existing proposals be found unworkable. The EIR should address how
approval of this project will affect other uses for the remaming El Toro base property.

18. The EIR does not address how the Musick proposal will affect the pollution cleanup programs
in process for the Marine Base. What will be the impact of a vote on this proposal before the
marines complete their clean-up project?

19. The EIR includes no information concerning Brad Gates® efforts to obtain land adjacent to the
site or what that land will be used for. What restrictions will be placed on the use of that land
and will it ever become available for even further expansion of the facility?

20. Finally, the whole evaluation process is a sham. There is not one individual in any of the
decision-making agencies that represents the unanimous view of the communities most
affected by these actions. Without proper representation any decision reached will not be
binding on South County. To proceed with this proposal with only one side represented is
deceitful and frandulent and will waste taxpayers’ time and resources.

W

Thomas A
¢c.  Donald J. Saltarelli, Supervisor, County of Orange
Rodger R. Stanton - Chairman, Orange County Board of Supervisors




September 28, 1996

Paul Lanning

Environmental and Project Planning Division
300 N. Flower Street, Room #321

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

[ I have read Draft Environmental Impact Report #564 and with all due
respect to everyone involved in the preparation of the document it would

| have to be classified as fiction to be considered credible.

I am pleased to report that without difficulty that I have located an
alternative 153.8 acre site for the new jail at the intersection of San Canyon
and Irvine Boulevard (APN# 104-116-03). The site is federal land and part
of Marine Corp Air Station El Toro. The County of Orange has
jurisdiction over that land under the Local Reuse Authority. The nearest
residential development is the Groves Mobil Home Adult Park, it is gated
and is approximately 1.1 miles from the site. The nearest single family
homes are 1.8 miles from the site. The San Canyon site is superior in
almost every way to the Musick Site, yet it was not mentioned in the E.L.R.
as an alternative site. I recommend trading the 100 acre Musick site for
the 153.8 San Canyon site. :

[ The E.L.R. concluded that the announcement by the county to expand the
Musick Branch Jail had no negative impact on property values near the
facility. I would be delighted if that conclusion was accurate because it
would be good for my business, unfortunately it is false for the following
reasons: :

31 If the strong public oppeosition to jails near homes is considered, it is
illogical to conclude that a large maximum security jail would have no
impact on property values.

The conclusion is in opposition to the real estate appraisal principal of o
economic obsolescence: Economic obsolescence is caused by factors external
to the property being appraised. Such depreciation usually affects many - Tz
properties in the area and is beyond the control of an individual property '




3
cont"d

owner. Examples of economic obsolescence are the proximity of an
improvement to a freeway or railroad, infiltration of inharmonious land
uses, changes in legislation or zoning and changes in the character of
pogulation in the neighborhood.

A maximum security Jail just seven hundred feet form existing residential
real estate would unquestionably cause economic obsolescence but the
amount cannot be determined at this time. A reasonable estimate would be
a loss in value of between ten and twenty percent for the homes nearest the
facility.

I

No sales were reported in Serrano Park the nearest residential housing to

James A. Musick during the study peloid.
.

Realtors are reporting that the controversy over the airport and jail is
causing buyers to avoid looking at homes near those facilities and sellers
are finding it more difficult to sell their homes.

The report assumed that stories in the L.A. Times and O.C. Register was
adequate public notice. That assumption is false because a large
percentage of the people purchasing property in Orange County live outside
of Orange County and do not read either publications.

The study compared a three month peloid between April 24, 1996 and July
24, 1996 following the announced expansion plan with the Pre-
Announcement period from May 1, 1995 through April 23, 1996. That
short time peloid is inadequate to derive a conclusion.

The study gave no consideration to the impact any eventual approval of the
plan and construction of the jail would have.

| Purchase contracts for real estate are negotiated thirty, sixty or ninety days
in advance of the close of escrow. This fact invalidates the study peloid.

Homeowners that closed escrow between April 24, 1996 and July 24, 1996
were not contacted to confirm that proper disclosures were made about the
jail expansion and if disclosure would have effected their purchase.

The study only considers square footage, no attention is given to location,
condition, amenities, market conditions etc.. It would take a minimum of




twelve to eighteen months to determine the impact on property values with
7 | the method used in the study.

(cont'd)

No one with professional knowledge would use this method if they were

looking for accurate results. Regrettably, the study gives rise to a strong

| _suspicion of incompetence, negligence or fraud.

To the best of my knowledge not one of the residential real estate brokers
that work the area were interviewed about market demand or buyer’s
attitudes following the jail expansion announcements.

When disclosure is made to prospective buyers about the potential jail
expansion the majority elect not to look at property in that area.

Members of an advertising group that meets once per week to select the
best properties to advertise voted not to advertise Lake Forest property due
to low ad response resulting from the jail and airport issues.

Steve Loya phone number 588-8185, called on an ad that I was running in
the Register on Saturday 9/21/96 and wanted to see the property but when
he discovered that it was in Lake Forest he changed his mind. I asked him
8 | why and he said that he and his wife were renting a home in Lake Forest
but would not buy a home there because of the potential for a jail and
airport. Mr. Loya gave me permission to use his name and phone number
in this report. Mr. Loya response is not unusual, most of the people that
call on ads respond in the same way to Lake Forest ads.

I have personally lost sales due to disclosure of the jail expansion and the
El Toro Airport issue. Mr. & Mrs. Ehsan Latif made an offer on 8/19/96
on 21211 Calle Olivia, Lake Forest, through Marilyn Mednick of Century
21. After making the disclosure about the plan to expand Musick they
withdrew the offer. Mr. & Mrs. David Bucholz made an offer on 20962
Calle Celeste, Lake Forest, on 9/1/96 through Mary Coughlin Century 21.
After making the disclosure about the jail expansion they did not respond
to the counter offer. Mr. & Mrs. Joe Bel Bruno made an offer on 25026
Crystal Circle, Lake Forest on 8/31/96 through me and withdrew the offer
and purchased in Mission Viejo because of their concern that the jail
expansion would have on property values. Mr. & Mrs. Joe De Marco
elected not to look at property in Lake Forest after the jail disclosure was
made.

003230
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Many real estate brokers are not showing property in Lake Forest near the
jail due to the controversy over the expansion plan and the purposed El
Toro Airport.

nt'd)

In a recent economic outlook presentation at the South Orange County
Association of Realtors Gary Watts stated that Lake Forest suffered the
greatest loss in property value in South Orange County and that it is the
most difficult place to sell a home.

ey

The South Orange County Association of Realtors passed a resolution
opposing jail construction or expansion in close proximity to homes
primarily due to the negative impact on property values. They also passed
|_a resolution opposing the expansion of the James A. Musick Branch Jail.

The City of Lake Forest and The League of Cities passed resolutions
opposing jail construction or expansion in close proximity to homes......

B

[ The James A. Musick Branch Jail was selected for expansion not because it
is the best place, it was selected because it is perceived to be the place of
least resistance. It is well known that The Third District lacks
representation at the present time and there are those that seek to take
advantage of that weakness. The appointed / not elected supervisor
representing the third district has not emulated the strong opposition of his

|_predecessors to jail expansion at Musick.

)

When the history of the Musick facility was given in the E.I.R. it failed to

| mention why the last James A. Musick expansion plan failed.

This E.I.R. was not put out for bid and awarded to the same company that
produced the successful E.I.LR for the Theo Lacy Branch Jail expansion
plan, this created a conflict of interest.

| The E.I.R. attempts to discredit the people opposing the jail expansion by

stating that they are emotional and have a wrong perception of jails. The
City of Anaheim and The City of Tustin strongly opposed county jails in
their jurisdictions; Are they emotional and misinformed also? This is a
common sense not an emotional issue.

premmee

The E.LR. grossly underestimates traffic on Bake Parkway.

¢6ci281
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The E.I.R. reads like a biased report in faver of the expansion plan. It is

{__short on fact and long on editorializing and misinformation.

e —

17

Six months is grossly inadequate to study this complex issue.

|

18

19

The E.I.R. does not address the cumulative effect of an airport and jail on
the community.

The faﬂure of the E.I.R. to recognize the negative impact on property
values in Lake Forest could create a potentially large legal liability for the
county.

Sy

20

21

e

The E.I.R. did not consider the loss of income by Realtors that list and sell
homes in Lake Forest.

The E.L.R. failed to recognize that a large jail will make it dlfﬁcult for the
Lake Forest to attract new business and residents.

The E.I.R. failed to address the loss in property tax revenue by a decline in
property values.

To date we know of no one that has been motivated to purchase property

in the Lake Forest area as a direct result of the plan to expand the Musick
Branch Jail.

S—

A maximum security jail at the Musick site offers no benefit to the

L_m_;(tzi)mmmunity

The E.I.R so poorly written and badly flawed, it should not be voted on by

22

the Orange County Beard of Supervisors.

Sincerely,
Marcel J. Fernandez
20932 Calle Celeste

Lake Forest, CA 92630
770-4479
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October 3, 1996

" L1003GKH

Panl Lanning

Project Manager

EMA Eaviroamental and Project Planning
300 N. Flower St.,, Room #321

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Expansion of James A. Musick Faeility:
Relocation of Interim Care Facility; ifl"'s Southeast Station

Dear Mr. Larming:

;Sé”&)f :’im;','u{ ; (mg%asm:?éa an?lymdthe . tralcporwd the DEIR

ot ject project. s ve impacts as in
and compared them to internal studies prepared based on the proposed expansion plans. The
comments below are categorized by the services IRWD provides for the subject property,
domestic water, nonpotable water, and wastewater (sewer). The gmject has been evaluated based
on both the first phase of expansion, incorporating an additional 864 inmates, and the “worst
ease” scenario of 7,584 inmates as projected in the DEIR. In addition, a section covering
mitigation measures to be incorporated into the DEIR has been included.

Domestic Water: IRWD water facilities are adequate to serve the ex facility to its

ultimate buildout As recommended in the previous response to the Notice of Preparation

(NOP), a system with connections at either end of the property would provide the greatest

reliability. IRWD calculations generally concur with the findings of the DEIR regarding the
ultimate water demands of the project.

Nonpotable Water: Nonpotable water (including reclaimed water) is used throughout IRWD for
nonpotable water purposes. These include landscape irrigation, agriculture and dual-plumbed
buildings. In the response to the NOP we requested the project be evaluated for the potentiel and
likely possibility for nonpotable use. Our review did not uncover this evaluation. Consequently,
we are reinitiating our roquest the project be evaluated for nonpotable use for any agricultural,
landscape or building purposes. Nonpotable water may become aveilable through two sources
existing in close proximity to the project site. The facility was previously served with aonpotable
water a currently inactive service Jocated at the northwest end of the pro , close to the
existing domestic water connection. In addition, IRWD has reclaimed water facilities to the
south in the vicinity of El Toro Marine Corps Air Station. Either of these are likely to become
viable sources in the future, especially as the expansion plans appear to take place over the next
ten years.
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Wastewater {sewer): The DEIR correcﬂgipoim out deficits in the IRWD sewer system relative
to the proposed ultimate buildout of the Musick facility. Howeves, it incorrectly assumes that
improvements are needed for the system xmcuve of the jail expansion.” This statement is
based on ongoing studies eveluating the pot for diverting upstream sewage flows from the
Portola Hills area to IRWD's sewer system. No decision has made on the disposition of
these flows at this time. If and when IRWD determines that such a diversion is warranted, the
impa:tion facilities improvements and costs will be evaluated together with the Musick
expansion.

In terms of the phased expansion of the facility, the DEIR references an evaluation of IRWD's
sewer system prepared by Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates (RBP)(AU%}:v;:, 1996). The
3 DEIR states, “The evaluation concluded that the existing IRWD wastewater collection igtsm is
a%uam to accornmodate flows generate(d) by tlcxl:gmject up to 3,840 inmates prior to the year
2000.” In contrast, the evaluation which is included in Appendix K states that, *“The existing
IRWD wastewater collcction system is adequate to accommodatc additional flows generated by
the Musick Facility expansion, through a breakpoint of 2,850 additional inmates.” IRWD
concurs with the conclusions of the RBF evaluation. Beyond 2,850 immates, it may become
necessary to increase sewage capacity by paralleling reaches of sewer pipcline that ach
surcharge. Should this occur, the project proponent will be required to participate mding
design and construction of parallel sewers on 2 “fair share™ basis. It should also be recognized
the project proponent will be required to pay for the use of capacity in existing sewers, as well as
| acquiring treatment and disposal capacity.

ftigatio ; IRWD agrees with the general mitigation measures discussed in Section
5.113, item 51 of the DEIR. However, we request the following specific measures be included
to assure IRWD requirements are met regarding administrative issues prior to development and
construction.

1. The “Agreement for Acquisition of Potable Water Service from Irvine Ranch Water District
for James A. Musick Facility” must be amended or replaced. This agrecment allows for
capacity in IRWD facilities to enable delivery of 0.27 cubic feet per second (cfs) of domestic
water. The expansion and increased demand will require the agreement either be amended or
replaced by a new agreement to reflect the expansion of the site, including project phasing
and the payment of appropriate “fair share” ity charges. As the project becomes

' clarified in terms of expansion plans, contact IRWD so that the appropriate service agreement

& can be drafted. Also, submit plans to our development services section for review and

gpproval as soon as they become available.

2. IRWD Rules and Regulations require use of nonpotable or reclaimed water if it is available
to the site. Therefore, each water usc will be evaluated and IRWD will determine whether it
will furnish potable or nonpotable water for the designated purpose.

3. The proposed expansion plans necessitate amendment or replacernent of the existing
IRWD/County for sewer sexrvice to the Musick property (“Agreement for
Acquisition of Interim and Permanent Sewer Service by County of Orange for James A.
Musick Facility from Irvine Ranch Water District”™). The amended or replacement agrecment
should reference the inmate threshold from the RBF study (2,850) and outline costs for the use
of existing scwers, potential future sewer improvements, and treatment and disposal capacity.
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IRWD appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR and recognizes the
complexity of the mgmject. Should you have any questions regarding these comments or wish to

mest with our further analyze the project, please contact Dick Diamond, Senior Planner,
at (714) 453-55%4.

Yours truly,

IRVINE RANCH WATER DISTRICT

B Lo Y Veke

Robert R. McVicker, PE.

Principal Engineer

RRM/GKH/RP

cc: John Nagle - Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates
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October 3, 1996 Q

Mr. Paul Lanning

Environmental Management Agency
Environmental and Project Planning Division
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR EXPANSION OF JAMES
A. MUSICK JAIL

Dear Mr."Lanning:

city of Irvine staff have completed our review of the James A.
Musick Jail Expansion Draft EIR No. 564. Our comments address
technical issues based on staff review of the document, as well as
input and direction provided by our City Council at a public
meeting held on September 24, 1996. We offer the follewing
comments on the Draft EIR:

Gené:a; Comments

We find the Draft EIR to be flawed in its underlying assumption
that the Musick site is the best 1location for the new jail
facility. The document does not seriocusly exanine alternatives to
the project, but rejects them with the assumption that the Musick
site is the only site which can fully meet the project objectives,
when in fact several of the project alternatives could accomplish
- |__the objectives.

On September 24, 1996, the Irvine City Council voted unanimously
to oppose expansion of the Musick Jail, and directed staff to work
with County staff to pursue alternatives to the project which are
not in proximity to residential uses. The City will be submitting
a separate letter stating our position on the project to_the Board
of Supervisers. A more complete discussion of alternatives which
should be considered can be found in the "Alternatives to the

Proposed Project" section of this letter.

We also would like to express our concurrence with comments on the
Musick Expansion Draft EIR by the City of Lake Forest, and hereby
incorporate them by reference.

[

0C1286
oCT 04 8%

FAX: (714) 724-6045 Direct Line; (714) 724-6249
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gpecific Comments

I. seétien 3.2, 8tatement of Need
N .
The Statement of Need discussion argues that 5- and 10-mile booking
statistics support the Musick Jail expansion. We find it illogical
to conclude, based on 9.23 percent and 24.26 percent of Countywide
jail bookings occurring within five and ten miles of the Musick
site, respectively, that the Musick Jail should be expanded to

accommodate 69 percent of the jail beds needed Countywide by the
year 2006 (7,572+10,911). Please explain how this conclusion was

reached.
[ S )

ITI. B8ection 4.1.2(b), Definitien of Jail and Capacities
S ——

This section defines "crowded capacity" as 130 percent of the rated
capacity. Under this definition, "crowded capacity" could result
in up to 9,844 inmates at the Musick Jail. Please discuss
conditions, other than a federal court order, which could cause the
jail to reach this level of capacity. 1In addition, because such
crowded conditions are possible, the EIR should analyze 130 percent
of capacity as a "worst case" condition.

III. Section 4.2, Phasing and Fundiag

We understand from the Draft EIR discussion that phasing of the
project is dependent upon passage of a November 1996 bond issue
and availability of additional funding sources. Please clearly
identify which elements of the preoject would be built first should
partial -funding become available.

IV. 8ection 5.3, Bydrology

‘The hydrology analysis does not include hydraulic calculations for
the site. This information is also not included in Appendix E
(Hydrology Analysis). Please include this information in the Draft
EIR. .

I

v. Section 5.4, Aesthetics

(a) Aesthetic impacts of the facility are based on the assumption
that future ‘buildings at Pacific Commercentre will reach the
maximum building heights of 50 feet. If Pacific Commercentre
building heights are similar to other building heights in the area
(20=-30 feet), the aesthetic impact on nearby residential areas,

" such as Lake Forest's Serrano Park area, would be notably
different. Please modify Exhibit 12 to depict the Musick
facilities without the intervening obstruction of Pacific

Commercentre buildings.

G2
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Mr. Paul Lanning
October 3, 1996
Page 3

(b) The City of Irvine Municipal Code does not permit the use of
chain link fencing, except within industrial areas not visible from
9 public streets. Since this area will ultimately be annexed to the
City of Irvine, and to ensure aesthetic compatibility with the
adjacent Irvine Industrial Complex-East, a mitigation measure
gshould be included which prohibits the use of chain link.

¥i. 8ection 5.6, Biclogical Resources

A Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Reserve area is
located immediately north of the jail site. This area contains the
40 | highest concentration of gnatcatchers within Orange County. The
EIR should ‘address how impacts of security 1lighting and
construction activity on the adjacent NCCP Reserve area will be
mitigated.

ViI. S8ection 5.8, Land Use and Relevant Plamning

The discussion of relevant land use planning issues with respect

11 to the reuse of MCAS E1l Toro is limited to the two commercial

airport alternatives. The County's "non-aviation" Alternative 'C’'
should also be addressed.

VIII. Publie Safety

T . ‘ . . . c e

(a) We find the analysis of crime rates in the vicinity of the
Theo Lacy jail teo be an invalid basis for drawing the conclusion
that the proposed jail expansion poses no risk to the area
surrounding the Musick site. The Draft EIR references a study
prepared for the Theo Lacy Jail Expansion EIR that is based on
shoplifting rates at two urban shopping malls. In addition, intake
12 | and release activities do not occur at the Theo Lacy site.

The study of crime in the vicinity of jails, both within and
" outside of California, as appropriate, should look at a broad range
-of crime factors, in addition to shoplifting rates; examine a
longer time horizon than the six-month period after the (partial)
Theo Lacy expansion; and examine a facility which releases inmates
on-site. In addition, the analysis should attempt to correlate
crime incidents to visitors to a jail facility.

{(b) The analysis of inmate escapes references incidents from the
Intake and Release Center in Santa Ana. 1Is this the same facility
1:3 - as the Santa Ana Main Jail? If not, escape statistics should be

provided for this facility.

1{‘ () Escape statistics from the previously unfenced, minimum
W security Musick Jail are irrelevant to the Public Safety discussion

01288



SCT-ga-13%€  12:54 rFRCOF =MR-FLANNING T Re P.as

Mr. Paul Lanning
October 3, 1996

1" Piie 4

t') -

for’ the proposed new jail facility. These statistics should be
disregarded in drawing any public safety conclusions for the
"proposed new jail.

(d) A study should be provided analyzing the potential for escapes
15 while prisoners are in transit between jails and the courthouse.
For your information, a prisoner escaped recently from a jail bus

in Orange County.

(e) The Interim Care Facility (mentally disturbed minors)
" discussion states that "those minors between 12 and 18 who attempt
to leave are followed, encouraged, and taken back..." We reguest
46 | that the EIR provide a mitigation measure which guarantees that any
fwalk-aways" will be promptly returned to the facility. Please
also indicate whether these minors will be enrolled in the local
schools.

IX. 8ection 5.10, Transportaéibn, Circulation and Parking

our comments reference Appendix I, the Traffic Study.

Model Incongistencies

(a) The City. of Irvine's comments on the NOP requested that the
analysis of this project be consistent with the City's Traffic
Study Guidelines (Attachment 1). However, the traffic study does
not address the City of Irvine's traffic performance criteria, nor
use the Irvine Transportation Analysis Model (ITAM) as written in
17 our guidelines. Since almost 90 percent of the roadways impacted

are located ‘in the City's boundaries or its sphere-of-influence,
the current approved version of ITAM should be used to evaluate the
roadway links and intersections to determine project impacts. 1In
addition, the City of Irvine's traffic performance criteria should
be used.

(b) Page II-2, IV-8: The existing and buildout volumes shown in
the traffic study are significantly different from the City's
projections for Bake Parkway. For example, the City's existing
‘traffic volumes show Bake between Rockfield and Muirlands at 47,000
18 ADT, while the Draft EIR shows 15,000 ADT. Please explain or

demonstrate why the ADT on Bake Parkway is substantially less than
the City's projections, yet the intersections operate at the same
level of service or improve. Please refer to Attachments 2 and
3 for your explanation of the discrepancies.

(c¢) Page IV-12: The no project long-range ICU's are inconsistent
with the City of Irvine's transportation model (see Attachment 4).
19 Please address this concern and revise the EIR as additional
mitigation may be necessary when the ITAM is used. Please explain
V the land configuration difference for buildout without the project
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be een ITAM and this Draft EIR for Alton & Jeronimo, Barranca &
ICD, and Bake & I-5 SB Off-ramps.

General Traffic Comments

(=) We note that the long-range traffic analysis does not
inc_:orporate background traffic assumptions for any of the MCAS El
Torc reuse scenarios. The Draft EIR explanation for this omission
is that the "El Toro Community Reuse Plan Study has been carried
out at a General Plan level of detail." We find this explanation
20 | to be implausible, and inconsistent with CEQA, which requires that
reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts be addressed. This
omission is particularly disconcerting because the same traffic
model and traffic consultant were used for both the Musick Jail and
MCAS El1l Toro Reuse traffic studies. Therefore, we request that the
long-range traffic analysis be re-done to incorporate the MCAS El
__Toro traffic project:.ons (Alternat;ve a).

=) Please provide a diagram with the mid-block lanes for the
21 existing, interim and long-range horizon years per Irvine's Traffic
Study Guidelines.

(¢) Please provide lane configuration schematics at intersections
D2 for the existing, interim and long range horizon years per Irvine's
Traffie Study Guidelines.

(4) ?ag‘e II=3: Please verify what is assumed for the ETC: Is it
23 a free facility at buildout (Post 2010)7

{(e) Page II=6: Please change the MPAH désignation of Technology
24 Drive from a Commuter to a Secondary arterial, consistent with the
| City of Irv:.ne s General Plan.

[ 8 Page 1I-7: Please provide justification for the improvements
25 ‘shown in Table II-2. For each improvement, include the project and
entity that will fund the improvement.

(g).  Section III: As required by Irvine's Traffic Study
Guidelines, please provide a table which includes the projected
area land use and trip generation summary. This would include trip
rates, number of staff, inmate transportation, visitors,
26 deliveries, substation staff, patrol cars and ICF staff. In
addition, please provide the quantitative data supporting the trip
rates, such as number of studies, correlation coefficient, standard
deviation and range. Justification for the AM and PM peak for each
rate is also required per the City's Traffic Study Guidelines.

27| (h) Land use and trip generation summary sheets are requested for
all traffic 2zones and time horizons.

CG1230



Mr. Paul Lanning
-October 3, 1996
:!7' Page . 6

(co ré
) Pago III-3: Please provide justification for use of the 1.1
em loyees per vehicle for jail staff.

X. Bectien 5.12, Bocioeconomic Effects

The Economic Analysis examined "pre-announcement” and Ypost-
announcenment” industrial lease rates and residential home prices
within three miles of the Musick Jail to reach its conclusion that
the Musick Jail expansion will not impact property values in the
vicinity of the jail. We find the analysis to be seriously flawed:
The economic analysis used April 23, 1996 as the jail expansion
announcement date. However, the Board of Supervisors did not
initiate the jail expansion EIR until May 23, 1996. The use of
:Zi; three months of sales data (including one overlapplng month due to
the incorrect announcement date), is grossly inadequate for
purposes of evaluating the impact of a new maximum security jail
on surrounding property values.

We request that the economic analysis be re-done to examine the
economic impacts of recently completed new or expanded detention
facilities within urban areas. The analysis should examine a
minimum of one year of sales/lease activity before and after the
facility is completed and occupied.

e

" XI. Bection 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project

We note that the Draft EIR does not identify an environmentally

29 superior alternative, as required by CEQA. Please identify such

an alternative, including supporting discussion. We offer the
following additional comments on selected project alternatives:

7.2 Pursuit of Legislative Change to Exempt from CEQA Consideration
| Expansion of All jail Facilities in Overcrowded Systems: This
30 Balternative" cannot be defined as a project alternative pursuant
to CEQA. Therefore, this "alternative" should be deleted as an

alternative for consideratien.

7.6 Reduce S8ize of Nusick Jail Facility to Accommodate Only That
Number of Inmates Necessary to Serve the Area Within 10 Miles of
the Geographic Center of South Orange County: The argument
supporting rejection of this alternative that "fill dirt necessary
for the construction of Alton Parkway would not be available..."
31 is invalid. Other sources of fill dirt in the area can be made
available, including the Musick site, if necessary. In addition,
~ the other basis for rejecting this alternative (i.e., because it
would not provide enough 3jail beds), 1is inadequate. This
alternative 'is workable in combination with other 1listed
alternatives that would provide for incarceration at other sites
or reduce inmate populations.

061291
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7.8 Limit Bxpansion of Musick Jail to Complex 1 and Supperting
Facilities: This alternative was rejected "as not properly
planning for maximum utilization of the County's own resources in
32 meeting the jail need problem."™ This conclusion does not consider

other potential jail sites already owned by the County. “Maximum
utilization of the County's own resources" could involve smaller
facilities at multiple sites, or selling the Musick site in favor
of developing a facility that will meet long-term needs away from

residential areas.

7.10 Limitatien of Classificatien of Imnmates; Minimum and Medium
Security Inmates; a Cap om Maximum Security Inmates: This
alternative was rejected partially due to "legal infeasibility."®
Please explain this conclusion. Modifications could be made to the
main jail in Santa Ana to accommodate maximum security inmates.
In addition, the County could seek to amend the settlement
agreement with the City of Orange on the Theo Lacy Jail. It should
be noted that in negotiations with the federal government over
33| locating a federal prison at El Toro, Bureau of Prisons staff was
very willing to negotiate on the number of inmates the facility
would serve and the security level of the prisen.

The discussion of this alternative also states that "...needs will

continue to grow, in any event, beyond 2006, and therefore more

beds would ultimately have to be built to answer the need..."

Since the project objectives state that the facility is intended

to accommodate needs ocnly through the year 2006, any consideration

of needs after 2006 should be deleted with respect to evaluatien
of project alternatives.

7.11 Release of Maximum Security Inmates at the Intake and Release
Center in 8anta Ana: As noted in our comments on the Public Safety
section of the Draft EIR, we find the analysis of the Theo Lacy and
3 4 Intake and Release Center area crime data to be seriously flawed.

Therefore, the basis for rejection of this alternative cannot be
supported. The use of the Theo Lacy crime study is particularly
.inapplicable to the Musick facility because intake and release of

inmates is not permitted at Theo Lacy.

7.12 Alternative Sites Within County: The general discussion of
.alternative sites argues that "County property which might have
otherwise been available for the location of the jail, has been
used as collateral for the bonds associated with the County
35 bankruptcy recovery; therefore, these sites are not available to
the County." We note that the Musick site is also being used as
collateral. How would their use as collateral prevent construction
of jail facilities on other County properties (e.g., regional
parks)?
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Purchase of Another 8ite/sale of Musick Site: This option is
rejected because it is encumbered by a master lease to the
36 Orange County Public Facilities Corporation (post-bankruptcy
bonds). Could the site be sold, with a portion of the

proceeds directed to buying down the bonds on the property?

Expansion at the Main Jail Complex in the City of Santa Ana:
This alternative was determined inappropriate given the short
term and critical nature of bringing jail beds on line, and
37 | its 1inability to adequately expand jail capacity. We

recommend that the Grand Jury's recommendation of 1ll-story
buildings be more seriously examined. Apparently, the Grand
Jury determined such an expansion to be feasible on existing
County-owned property; therefore, this alternative should be
taken more seriously.

Location of Jail Facilities at all of the Five County
Courthouse Faecilities: The rejection of this alternative as
38 in-fe‘asible because of insufficient room at the courthouse

facilities ignores structural solutions (e.g., multi-story
buildings) . This alternative should be re-visited with
respect to alternate design options for each site.

7.13 Remote Sites Outside of Orange County: The remote jail site
alternative remains a valid option for the 60% of the jail
population which constitutes sentenced inmates. This alternative
should be revisited with consideration of recently closed military

bases, and possible cooperation/consolidatien with other
jurisdictions.

[ Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible During the Draft EIR

Preparation Process: We recommend full consideration of the
following (rejected) alternatives:

. 'Relbase of Maximum Security Inmates at the Intake and
Release Center in Santa Ana;
* . Location of Jail Facilitles at All eof the Five County

Courthouse Facilities (with reasonable separation from
residential areas):;

.. Remote 8ite Outside of County for Sentenced Maximum
Becurity Inmates; and
+ ' Locate a Jail at Aliso/Weood Canyons Regienal Park (or
e . other regional park, such as Caspers Regional Park).

XII. Section 8, Related Projects and cumulative Impacts

The . brief "analysis" of cumulative impacts dismisses cumulative
impacts by stating that "by reading this EIR as a whole the reader
will gain a c¢lear understanding of not only the effects of this

- proposal, but of the cumulative changes as well." We do not find
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- explicit or implicit discussion of cumulative impacts with
regard to each category of impacts. Please provide a gqualitative
and gquantitative discussion by each impact category of the
project's contribution towards cumulative impacts. The cumulative
impacts discussion should take into consideration the County's
three reuse option for MCAS El Toro, as well as the City of
Irvine‘s General Plan Amendment/Zone Change for the portion of MCaAS
El Toro which lies within the City.

We loock forward to review, consideration and responses to our
comnments. Should you have any questions, please contact Peter
Hersh, Manager of Land Use Policy Programs at 724-6456, or Mark
Tomich, Principal Planner at 724-6411.

Sincerely,

L

.
\

city Manad
Attachments (4)

cc: Charles S. Brobeck, Director of Public Safety
Sheri Vander Dussen, Acting Director, Community Development
Peter Hersh, Manager of Land Use Policy Prograns
Arya Rchani, Manager of Transportation Services
Timor Rafig, Principal Planner, Transportation Services
Lt. Mike White, Public Safety
Lierre Green, Public Safety
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Long-Range Buildout

w/e Project Genera) Plan

EIR EIR 174K Di fference

Numbar AH PH AH PH AR 23l
10 Alton & Toledo 0.68 0.87 0.81 Q.92 0.13 0.05
12 Alton & Jeronimo 0.78 0.78 0.92 0.91 0.14 0.15
14 Alton & Huirlands/Barranca 0.84 0.80 0.91 0.74 0.07 -0.06
18 Barranca & lrvine Center 0.7¢ 0.867 0.92 0.81 6.22 0.24
23 Bake & [-5 SB Off-Ramps 0.54 0.75 e.71 0.80 6.17 6.15



15. Sand Cyn & Trabuco

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR  PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VoL V/C VoL  V/C
NBL 1 1700 10 .01 20 .01
NBT 3 5100 170 .03 1450  .28*
NBR 1 1700 10 .0l 10 .01
SBL 1 1700 230 .14 40 .02*
SBT 3 5100 1640 .32 170 .03
SBR d 1700 170 .10 40 02
EBL 1 1700 170 .10+ 70 -.04*
ERT 2 3400 170 .05 30 .01
EBR d 1700 10 .0l 10 01
WBL 1 1700 10 .01 40 .02
WBT 2 3400 20 .01* 450  .13*
WBR d 1700 50 .03 210 .12
Clearance Interval .05% .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .49 52

Alton & Toledo

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR

LANES CAPACITY VoL V/C VoL V/C
NBL 1 1700 140 .08* 10 .01
NBT 3 5100 460 .09 1900 .37%
NBR 1 1700 160 .09 510 .30
SBL 1 1700 70 .04 390 . 23*
SBT 3 5100 1340 27* 710 .14
SBR 0 0 30 10
EBL 1 1700 10 .01 10 .01
EBT 1 1700 10 .02* 120 J11*
EBR 0 .0 20 70
WBL 1 1700 660 .39* 280 .16*
WBT 1 1700 60 .04 70 .04
WBR 1 1700 30 .02 70 .04
Clearance Interval .Q5* .05*

TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .81 .92

001298



~17. Bake & Toledo

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR

LANES CAPACITY VOL v/C VoL v/C
NBL 1 1700 50 .03* 10 0
NBT 3 5100 1070 .21 2190  .48%
NBR 0 0 10 250
SBL 1 1700 100 .06 110 .06*
SBT 3 5100 1560  .36* 1340 .27
SBR 0 0 270 60
EBL 2 3400 200 .01 260 .08
EBT 2 3400 40 .01 660  .19*
EBR 1 1700 30 .02 130 .08
WBL 1 1700 260 .15 50  .03*
WBT 2 3400 580 .21 20 .01
WBR 0 0 120 190 .11
Clearance Interval Q5= .05%
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .66 .81

Alton & Jeronimo
" ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR

LANES CAPACITY VoL  V/C VoL V/C
NBL 1 1700 240 .14* 10 .01
NBT 3 5100 1070 .21 1960  .38*
NBR 1 1700 470 .28 730 .43
SBL 2 3400 160 .05 200 .06
SBT 3 5100 1920  .38* 1130 .22
SBR 0 0 20 10
EBL 1 1700 10 .01 20 .01
EBT 1 1700 20 .01* 130  .08*
EBR 1 1700 10 .01 150 .09
WBL 1 1700 580 .34 580  .34*
WBT 1 1700 100 .06 30 .02
WBR 1 1700 190 .11 120 .07
Clearance Interval .05* .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .92 .91
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B1. Pacifica & Barranca

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VoL V/C VoL v/C
NBL 2 3400 10 .00 850 .25%
NBT 1 1700 160 .Q9* 60 .04
NBR 1 1700 590 .35 100 .06
SBL 2 3400 10 .00 100 .03
SBT 2 3400 30 .01 200 .06%
SBR d 1700 10 .01 270 .16
EBL 1 1700 120 .07~ 50 .03+
EBT 2 3400 400 .12 590 .17
EBR 1 1700 680 .40 240 .14
WBL 1 1700 170 .10 40 .02
WBT 2 3400 1030 .30 1160 .34%
WBR d 1700 100 .06 10 .01
Right Turn Adjustment Multi .14* SBR .08*
Clearance Interval .05* .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .65 .81
@Alton & Muirlands/Barranca
ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VoL V/C VoL V/C
NBL 1 1700 10 .01* 10 .01
NBT 3 5100 900 .18 2000 .39*
NBR 1 1700 380 .22 480 .28
SBL 2 3400 50 01 130 .04*
SBT 3 5100 1810 .35 1400 .27
SBR f 640 310
EBL 2 3400 800 .24* 720 .21
EBT 2 3400 180 .06 560 J17%
EBR 0 0 10 10
WBL 2 3400 260 .08 290 .09*
WBT 2 3400 890 .26% 10 .00
WBR 1 1700 90 .05 10 .01
Clearance Interval .05% .05*
.74

TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION 91
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165. Laguna Cyn & ICD

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VoL V/C VOL vV/C
NBL 2 3400 400 12* 460 .14*
NBT 2 3400 380 11 230 .07
NBR d 1700 190 1 450 .26
SBL 2 3400 120 .04 410 .12
SBT 2 3400 270 .08* 410 J12*
SBR d 1700 70 .04 130 .08
EBL 2 3400 80 .02* 60 .02
EBT 3 5100 940 .18 1430 .28*
EBR d 1700 430 .25 310 .18
WBL 2 3400 70 .02 200 .0e*
WBT 3 5100 1970 .39 1200 .24
WBR d 1700 220 .13 110 .06
Right Turn Adjustment NBR .07*
Clearance Interval .05% .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .66 .72
(;g;) Barranca & ICD
ITAHM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VOL v/C VoL v/C
NBL 1 1700 340 .20* 130 .08
NBT 3 5100 570 11 540 J11*
NBR f 60 620
SBL 1 1700 280 .16 240 .14*
SBT K| 5100 620 12 320 .06
SBR f 740 600
EBL 2 3400 470 J14* 960 .28*
EBT 4 6800 590 .09 1910 .28
EBR 1 1700 190 1 520 )
WBL 2 3400 740 .22 150 .04
WBT 4 6800 2050 ,30* 770 J11*
WBR 1 1700 140 .08 240 .14
Clearance Interval .05* .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .81 .69
& & & )
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177. Bake & 1-5 NB Ramps

ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PK HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VOL v/C VOL V/C
NBL 0 0 0 0
NBT 3 5100 1680 .49* 2650 70*
NBR 0 0 1290 .76 910
SBL 0 0 0 0
SBT 3 5100 950 .19 1650 .32
SBR f 2090 1560
EBL 0 0 0 0
EBT 0 0 0 0
EBR 0 0 0 0
WBL 2 3400 920 .27* 570 J17*
WBT 0 0 0 0
WBR f 1060 550
Right Turn Adjustment NBR .07*
Clearance Interval .05* .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION .88 .92
Fwy SB Off Ramp & Bake
ITAM POST 2020 BASELINE (E05601)
AM PK HOUR PM PX HOUR
LANES CAPACITY VOL V/C VOL v/C
- NBL 0 0 0 0
NBT 0 0 0 0
NBR 0 0 0 0
SBL 2.5 1190 1820
-SBT 0 6800 0 {.26}* 0 {.38)*
SBR 1.5 680 1030
EBL 0 0 0 0
EBT 3 5100 2050 J40* 2400 .47*
EBR 0 0 0 0
WBL 0 0 0 0
WBT 3 5100 1600 .31 1440 .28
WBR 0 0 0 0
Clearance Interval .Q5* .05*
TOTAL CAPACITY UTILIZATION 71 .90
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CITY OF ANAHETM, CALIFORNIA
Planning Department

Paul Lanning, Project Manager
County of Orange
"Exvironmental & Project Planning Division
300 N. Flower Street, Room #321
P.O. Box 4048
- Santa Ana, CA 92702

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 564 - James A. Musick Jail Expansion
and Operation

Dear Mr. Lanning:
Thank you for the oppostunity to comment on the Draft Eaviroumental [mpact Report
No. 564 prepared for the James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation. For the
reasons outlined in our previous correspondence dated Angust 8, 1996 (letter attached),
Ansheim staff concurs with the Draft EIR’s refection of the Gypsum Canyon site 8s an
1| Altarnative location on the basis that }t is infeasible.

‘The Gty of Anaheim staff continues to be interested in any future discussion concerning
the proposed activity. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about
these comments. Please forward any subsequent environmental documents and notices
L__Kamﬁumdmymﬁnhad&mnmmmmm

¢ Jim Ruth, City Manager
David Morgan, Assistant City Manager ' ‘
Tom Wood, Deputy City Manager : 001302

200 South Anaheim Boulevard
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CITY OF ANAHEIM. CALIFORNEA
Planniag Depariment

August 8, 1996

Paul Lanning

County of Orange

Environmental Management Agency
P.O. Bax 4048

Santa Ana, CA 927024048

RE: Notice of Preparation - Musick Jall Expansion
Dear Mr. Lanning:

The Gity of Anahelm Plasning staff understands that the eaviroumental documentation
currently being prepared for the Musick Jail Facility Expansion may include an
investigation of Gypsum Canyon in the City of Anaheim as a potentisl alternative jail
gte. We were most surprised that this site might be evaluated given the site's prior

_ history. The County Board of Supervisors previously considered Gypsum Canyon as &
long-term jail site and conducted extensive studies in this regard. For numarous resscns
including acquisition costs, site development costs associated with the hillside terrain, and
proximity to sensitive land uses, the Board of Supervizors in October of 1991 formally
abandoned the Gypsum Canyon Jail project since the site was not feasible. Further, at
the time that the County first considered Gypsum Canyos, the property was located in
unincorporated territory under the jurisdiction of Orange County. Currently, it is within
Ansheim's boundaries and has been entitled for substantial development, including
residential housing.

Canyon was annexed w0 ths City of Anaheim in May of 1992 and has been
approved for development of 7,966 residential units, 179 commercial acres, schools, pu-h
and public infrastructure and facilities as part of the Mountain Park Specific Plan. In
addition, a Development Agreement between the City of Ansheim and the
owner (the Irvine Company) was entsred into on November S, 1991, to further vest the
project entitlements. Construction of the Eastern Transportstoa Cotridor has
commenced {a the project vicinity. The alignmeant of this corridor is shown on the
attached Mouatain Park Development Plan.

001303
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The ares surrounding the Mouatain Park Specific experienced

. S Plan
deal of growth. An overview of the major residential Jm dmlopm: pest
surrounding Moustaio Park is attached for your information. N

Thank you for the opportunity to commen eavironmental documentation under
preparation. The City o; Antnyheim staff kt:::u‘hi;muted in :y future dhm.:in
wm&g&mbjwu&.ﬂmwmwﬁmmmmﬁmm&n
:mmnmwmﬂdl&ewpiuofmeuaunmmsmﬁﬁcmm Pl::e
rward any subsequent environmentsl documents and notices to Xaren F

staff gt the address listed below. reeman oty

¢c David Morgan, Assistant City Manager
meﬂmdtyutaymgu

001304
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ANAHEIM HILL AND CANYON AREA SUMMARY
June 1996

Anaheim’s Hill and Canyon Area has experienced a great deal of growth, primarily
within the last few years. Moving eastward from the Ansheim Hills Planaed Community
area, which was constructed primarily in the 1970’s and 1980's, are three project aress
currsatly under construction (the Highlands at Anaheim Hills, the Summit of Ansheim
Hills and Sycamore Canyon), the Festival of Anaheim Hills commercial project thst has
one remaining phase to develop, the East Hills Planned Community that is completely
constructed, and the Mountain Park and Cypress Canyon projects which have been
approved and entitled for developmeat. Following is a brief overview of these msjor
residential and commerdsal developments:

Apaheim Hills Planned Commmnity
This area, which encompasses spproximately 1,818 acres and 5,011 dwelling units, was
constructed primarily within the 1970°s and 1980’s with miinor infill development sull

East Hills Plagned Community

The 315-acre Bast Hills Planoed Community inelndes a total of 945 existing residential
units (653 single-family attached and detached homes and 292 apartment units),
approximately 67 acres of existing commerdial rotail/office fresearch and

: ] development
z;,nﬂremnon,adedgmwdatefonhmeﬁhmyhﬁtymdadwdopdpvk

Jhe Anabeim Hills Festival Specific Plan

The 85-acre Festival Specific Plan has been developed with an approximate 596,407
square-foot shopping center with retail businesses, restanrants, & movie theater and
service uses, Approximately 240,000 square feet of office/professional uses and & 150-
room hotel and two restaurants (one internal to the hotel) remain to bs developed.

The 816-acre Highlands at Anaheim Hills, which is being developed by Presley of
Southern California, provides for the developmeat of up to 2,168 residential units
ineluding 1,010 single-family homes and 1,158 apartments and condominium units, & §-
acre park site, an 8-acre elementary school site and approximately 292 acres of open
space. To date, the Building Division bas issued building permits for approximately
1,778 units (952 single-family homes and 826 spartments and condominium usaits).

The Summit of Anakeim Hills Specific P
The S91-acre Summit of Anaheim Hills, which is being developed primarily by The

" Baldwin Company, provides for the development of up to 2,117 residential units,
including 1,331 single-family attached and detached homes and 786 condominium units, 5

001303
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acres of commercial uses, & 12-acre park sits, 8 10-acre school site and 169 acres of open
space. To date, the Building Division has issued building permits for approximarely
1,000 uaits (650 single-family attached and detached homes and 350 condominium units).

Sysamers Canyon Specific Plan

The 32S-acre Sycamore Canyon project is nearly complete with the last single-family
tract (24 units) nnder coastruction. When leted, Sycamore Canyon will include
1,204 resideatial units, including 520 single- homes and 684 gpartment and
condominfum units, 12 acres of commercial uses, 8 police substation site and 132 acres
of open spacse including two public park sites.

M in Park Specific I
The 2,339-acre Mountain Park project was approved in 1991 for up to 7,966 residential

units, 179 acres of conymnercial uses, interim send and gravel mineral extraction, schools,
parks and public infrastructure and facilities. The project ares was subsequently annexed
the City in May, 1992.

8

Lypress Canvon Specific Plag. -

The 697-acre Cypress Canyon project was approved in 1992 for up to 1,550 residential
units, 8 acres of commerdial vses, an elementary school, & fire station aite, an alestrical
tite, a neighborhood park and open space. The project ares was mubsequantly
annexed to the Clty ia Angust 1995,

E
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ANAHEIM HILL AND CANYON AREA
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s Within the.CRy of Angheim’s Sphare—of-~influencs
preserved ds permanent

These areas ars ed to
epen (PaeE m‘wﬂ ercnnge
NO. OF
W m AFZRQVED UNIS
L Ths Highlands at Ansheim Hills SP87-1 816 1987 2,168
'3 The Summit of Anaheizn Hills SP28-2 »1 1988 2117
3 ;yannurethuuglxsrﬂs& 25 1963 1204
4 Moustain Park $P90+4 (Gypsum Can
) yoa 3% '1991 7.966
5. Cypress Cazyoa SPSC-3 (Coal Canyas &7 992 1550

Property)

ESTIMATED

6038
L/~
30m
21,260

450
001307



SEN-T BY:Xerox Telecopler 702° ;10= 4=95 :11:02AM © 7142545280« T148348132:8 8

. SUMMARY
| B ereonomsma -vawg- - m
M) ovuemwerns - *&‘
E coatoer corm . — : -« e 5]
® i ;e.- -
== s 001308
D:EV_ELOPMENT PLAN * - - e




SEﬁf—B§3Xersx Te

Caws Pled Lead Ues Bov.
Pegigratien Ara
Rillside lov-Medium 3
Deasity /Ramidentiel 3
(Up to & DU/AC) 8
[ ]
3
]
Sab=Total
Hillside badin 7
Deubty Rmidwatial §
{Un te 18 DU/AG) 8
i1
i3
18
&4
18
16
i 4
1
19
0
Sab-tetal
Beuzrl Commmeraind - ]
b -}
)
|
o8
b2 4
Sab-Totaf
High Seheal 3
bddlly Gakael »
Elemantery Bebanln
3 Sub-Twral
Heighbsrbood and Comumaity Pecks
Open Bpase
Sub=Total
City Muiptasanes Yasd
Asterial/Rouds
Eastarn Traaspertation Corrider

lecopier 7021 :10- 4=36 ;11:02AH :

Table {

7142545280=

DEVELOPMENT PLAN STATISTICAL SUMMAR Y

ERAND TGTAL

G

- §E: ase JLssues £ ha::u:ua:saau !h:iﬁ.: 3

@ @ O
@ @ 6

8 B¥ecocaboocns BHoEins B

EE:EEaa E

THITHILIE
@

&
-

" Bemeatany schesi aad naighbechond pack screngen ae @alnded.

e

-3

hs!lus Bg

§

EE:
>3
=y

£ bremnnas

awummuuwu-nm-uummmumum

714834613278 9§

LEETEE !f

4

9.7

EEE

78

144344+

001309



P o = - - -

OCT B4 *36 ©9:46R0 KIA MOTORS P.1/4

Mr. Paul xm October 4, 1996
Eavironmental Project Planing Division
Orange County .
300 N. Flower Postit® Fax Note 7671 [P0y (aBe® ¥
Room 321 W PR Lavauin b Fem 7. ich et
Santa Ana California 92702 CRHBLL 0 poaeminl |

Prong ¢ Phong ¢
Subject: Musick Jail Expansion EIR L‘.  E T EATErS — 50 709
Dear Mr, Lanning: 7 .

I would like to submit the following comments regarding the Musick Jail Expansion
Eavironmental Impact Report.

The EIR is not an unbiased document. It appears to support a conclusion that has already been
reached, and was prepared by a company selected without competitive bidding. It glosses over
issues, downplays others, and uses dubious statistics to validate its conclusions. All of the
objections raised by local residents have been reduced t insignificant, a3 you would expect from
|3 work of fiction. The following are specific areas of concern:

e The comparison of the areas surrounding the Musick facility to the area surrounding the
Theo Lacy facility is imaccurate. Theo Licy is mostly surrounded by commercial
buildings and a shopping mall. The Musick facility is right next door to residential
single-family homes. To equate land use at Musick o0 Theo Lacy Is comparing apples
and oranges and invalidates any comparison of land use issues. The EIR states that
the City of Lake Forest can pass an ordinance preventing undesirable land uses, such as
bail bonds offices. This will not stop criminal elements from croising cur streets in search
of such a facility, however, and the EIR does not adequately address the effect of
released convicts or visitors in our area becanse it compares Theo Lacy to Musick.

.

e The EIR disagrees with the City of Lake Forest’s request for additional patrol deputies
without any detailed explanation. It simply disagrees that there will be any effect on
crime i our City. This is illogical, as amy reasonable person would conclude that over
140 visitors per day and the release of prisoners in our area wonld certainly add a
criminal element that does not exist today. To deny this conclusion is absard,

1e° The EIR uses INCORRECT datz regarding the effect of the Musick expansion on traffic
" in our area:

1. Average daily trips on Bake Parkway are NOT 21,000 as reported. A
smdy done by the City of Lake Forest in July 1996 shows over 39,000
daily trips on Bake Parkway.

2. Four major intersections idestified in the EIR “gxceed Measyre M
performance standards”, and two of these are already level of service
"D". This study is based on old information (refcrence above), and the'
V : intersections arc probably level of service "E" at this time.

C0:310
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. 3. The EIR does not address the traffic impact of the El Toro Reuse plas

4 COMBINED with the Musick Jail expansion. The additional 1300 average
. daily trips generated by the Musick expansion will cause more traffic
{cont'd) jams on our already impacted streets, especially Bake Parkway, due to

the recent opening of the Bake/S Freeway interchange.

4. Take a Jook for yourself. Traffic on Bake between Trabuco and the
S freeway is bumper to bumper right now! It’s 2 nightmare of improper
plamming!

The addition of additional traffic from the Musick expansion, the use of mvalid traffic
5 volumes in the EIR, and the failure to incorporate the additional traffic volume of the
El Toro Reuse plan invalidates the conclusion that traffic congestion can be mitigated

for the Musick Jail expansion.

® The EIR states there has been little or no impact on property values. WRONGH 111!
Please refer to the amtached Orange County Register article from September 15, 1996,
_which shows an §,6 % decline in Lake Forest home sale prices in August/early

September 1996 compared to the same period in 1998,

The EIR compared selling prices in the period of April 1996 through Fuly 1996, which

is not realistic because it did not include adequate study time to consider the sormal -

60 to 90 day escrow period. In addition, you have already received testimony from

both existing and prospective Lake Forest hotneowners who either cannot sell their

pwpcnyormfusedwpumhascpropenymhkefmducm@spmposedeckhﬂ
expansion. The EIR is .

e  Insufficient study was done for ALTERNATIVES to the Musick Jail expansion. This is
mostly due to the rush to get the Musick EIR approved in time for the vote of the
M&Mdd&wmsmaﬁ&cwdofﬂwbmdmonmermba

Sth ballet to fund the jail.

The EIR states that the LRA denied the Sheriff's request for 250 acres at the Bl Toro
marine base despite the fact the "this large piece of land, or even a smaller site,
would be able to accommodate County jail facilities eazily, even beyoud the year
2006".

Why would the LRA (the Board of Supervisors) deny this request? Was 100 acres (the
proposed Musick size) requested or considered by the LRA? Was any other
consideration given to SPECIFIC locations at the marine base?

The EIR does not give adequate consideration or explanation to the 1995 Grand fury
recommendation to expand the existing Santa Ana jail, located near the court facilities.
Again, this appears to be because of the RUSH to get the Musick location
appmedananarbmaryxhcdﬂedxmwdbythemdwhawthemunghm&dnck
Board of Supervisors approve the project.

06i311l
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® The long-term operating cost of the jeil and the funding of this cost is not addressed
in the EIR. Neithex is the long-tenn availability of jail space. Although these issues are
not “environmental”, they must be considered. If construction of the proposed Musick
10 expansion is scheduled to take three years, and if the expanded Musick jail reaches
capacity again in the year 2006, what next? Will Musick the proposed for additional
expangion again? What will be the long-term environmental impact on cur
community after 2006 if this happens? Will we have 10,000 or 20,000 prisoners in
our commmunity?

Wouldn't a better ALTERNATIVE be a location that can accommodate fotare expansion
after the year 2006?

11

i i ETR ouid be, es the futre ADDITIONAL
expamwnoftheMusmkfacﬂltybcyondﬂnyarZMGWHLHAVESEVEREm
ON OUR COMMUNITY.

G

The Musick expansion EIR is a shoddy piece of work which is obviously intended to smocth
over the legitimate and real concerns of our community, as validated in the reduction in Lake
. Forest home selling prices in the last two months. It does pot adequately address the issues of

12 potential crime, traffic congestion, property values, and alternative locations for the long-term.
It does not address the larger issue of putting a maximmm security jail in close proximity
residential areas, which is bad public policy. For these reasons, the Musick Jail expansion
FIR should be rejected as a pure work of fiction.

24861 Via Del Rio
Lake Forest, Ca. 92630
(714) 458-6806

00L31
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Mr. Paul Lanning

300 N. Flower St, 3rd Floor
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning,

Please let the record show that we strongly oppose the expansion of Musick jail to a
maximum-security facility. Our home is extremely near the Musick jail and we have deep
concern about the adverse effect a jail of this size and make-up will have on our property
values, our security as inmates are released nearby, and the presence of gang members
who come to visit incarcerated friends. It is wrong to have a correctional facility for those
requiring maximum-security so close to a residential area.

We know that other options have been considered (more remote areas of the County).
Frankly, we fail to understand why expansion of Musick is the answer. Please reconsider

other options and consider the feelings of the community surrounding the jail

Griessifid) Al L )

ndra & Scott Wieland
21562 Sitio Verano
Lake Forest, CA 92630

(714)951-7256

&n
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CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS
Development Services
October 4, 1996
County of Orange
- EMA/Eavironmental Planmng Division
P.O. Box 4048 ..
Santa Ana CA. 92702

Aumhon: Mt. Paul Lz_nning
D&r Mr. Lanning:

The City of Laguna Hills has completed its review of DEIR 564 for the James A. Musick Jail -
‘expansion project, and we have the following comments:

1.  Thirty-nine acres recommended for conveyance to the County of Orange/Sheriff-Coroner
for Musick expansion, which are included in the El Toro Reusc Plan, bave not been
included as part of the project description. Both the DEIR and the Reuse Plan indicate

" that this property may be used for farming activities in the near-tcrm and for long-term
expangion of jail facilities. Failure to include the parcels constitutes impermissible
piecemealing of the project, and understates thepotenual for both future cxpansxon and
eoanuent ngniﬁcant impacts. .

2. The fa.clhty should be analyzed at the court mandate maximum cmwdmg level of 130
percent of rated beds. -The County’s own documents show a "worse case” capacity of
9,312 -inmatés which should be the basis for all analysis in the DEIR.

3 The DE[R fails to adcquately address, and to identify, s:gmﬁtznt project impacts. Of
particular concern, the failure to analyze the project at crowded capacity distorts much
of the impacts analysis. A fuller capacity projest, for example, Jeads to increases in
visitors, - traffic, ‘and air pollution. The impacts analysis musl be redonc using full

amtyﬁzms

4, The DBIR also fails w0 identify a number of significant unmitigated impacts, including
loss of prime farmland (project and cumulative), PM10 and NOx impacts; impacts to firc
and law enforcement services; and hazardous materials impacts. -

0601315
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Coumyof(hnge
Mr. Panl Lanning
Page 2 '

5. The DEIR contains no systematic analysis of Project alternatives (hat would disclose the
environmental effects of various altemnatives available to the County. Instead, the County
seeks to avoid its obligation to analyze alternatives by relying on several cxcuscs, none
of which is accurate. For example, the County claims that jts bankruptcy constrains its
ability to consider alternative sites. In fact, the bankruptcy documents allow the County
to develop any properties it owns currently or to sell existing propertics and use the funds
to purchase simultaneously other properties that arc cqually valuable. In other words,
the County could sell the Musick sitc and use the funds to buy another site elscwhere.
The DEIR also claims that fiscal considcrations make other alternatives infeasible. This
excuse is unsupported in the DEIR, because the document contains no analysis or
estimate of the cost of the proposed Musick facility. Sheriff Department documents have
cstimated the cost of a similar facility to be in excess of $1 billion; . if this is the cost,
then the proposed Musick facility clearly is infeasible and other, lower-cost alternatives
must be considered by thc County. Finally, the County frequently excuses its failure to
consider alternative sites by timing considerations. Given that the DEIR suggests that
the Musick facility will not be built until 2001 — and there is no reason that significant
funding for any construction will be available any time soon — the County cannot rely
on supposed timing considerations to justify its elimination of project alternatives. A
comprehensive review of all possible altermatives must be included in the DEIR,
including a. site-specific analysis of the environmental impacts of each allernative, and
specific factual information must be included to the record to justify the rejection of any
alternatives.

Even the DEIR s cursory, inadequate review of alternatives identifies several options that
would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. Each of these
environmentally superior alternatives must be expressly identified and should be
designated as preferred alternatives: Reduce the Size. of Musick Projcct to Serve South
County Residents (Alt. 7.6), the Grand Jury Report Alternative (Alt. 7.7); Limited
Expansion of Musick Alternative (Alt. 7.8); Limit Inmate Classifications Alternative (Alt.
7.10); Release of Inmates at IRC Alternative (Alt. 7.11); and the Santa Ana Main Jail
Expansion Alternative (not separately analyzed in the DEIR).

6. DEIR 564 incorporates by reference tens of thousands of pages from other EIR's and
other documents prepared by the County, without explaining the significance of what is
being incorporated. Such wholezale, unexplained incorporation is a violation of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150. To the extent other documents are going to be relied on, it
must be done in a discrete manner that is intelligible to the reader of the DEIR. Even
worse, DEIR 564 incorporates by reference and rclies heavily upon EIR 464, prepared
by the County for the proposed KnelhDouglm Jail. EIR 464 was specifically
invalidated by the Orange County Superjor Court in a lawsuit brought by the City of lo
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Anaheim, and the errors in the document, were ncver corrected.

Unformatnly. due to the need to also review DEIR 563, the Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Community Reuse Plan EIR, during the past two weeks; it was impossible for our stafT to devote
a sipnificant amount of time on the review of DEIR 465. Consequently, our comments are morc
broad in nature, and not as specific as could have been provided if given adequale time to review
the two very lengthy, complex, and convoluted documents. However, it is evideat from our
review and comments that DEIR $64 is totally inedequate and needs to be re-written and ro-
circulated for public review prior to certification.

Sincerely,

. MICHAEL THIELE -
Planning Director, AICP

MT:sg -

cc: Bmdé Channing, City Manager
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bDavid Melvold

24 Sonrisa

Irvine, California 92620
Mr. Paul Lanning, Project Manager
Environmental and Project Planning October 3, 1996
Environmental Management Agency
300 N. Flower Street, Roocm 321
P. O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, California 92702

Re. Draft EIR 564
James A. Musick Jail Expansion

Dear Mr. Lanning:

In response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 564 on the
James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation, Relocation of Interim
Care Facility, and the Southeast Sheriff's Station, I have the
following comments and concerns to convey.

1. The County and its consultants continue to play the misleading

game of semantics by calling the proposal an "EXPANSION" rather than the
appropriate term "CONVERSION". If accuracy of communications is the
intent, the name "conversion® would more fittingly convey the complete
concept of the intended goal for the Project. If the intent is to slip
the Project by as merely more of the same, the term "expansion” would
be appropriate. This suggested name change was proposed because I do
not believe the County wants to convey a perception of deceit rather
than upfront to constituents!

2. [3.1, Page 20] Regarding Goal 3, since final attainment is Year
2006, the budget sources and financial opportunities can surely be
expected to change from that which is now foreseen. The fixation on a
singular particular project at this time appears indefencible. Suggest
the DEIR included assessment of a variety of buildout alternatives based
on the amount of funding available.

STATEMENT OF NEED

3. ([Page 23] If 882 criminals who were released early were arrested on
new charges, it is a good indication that released inmates are proned in
significant numbers to commit further crimes. Therefore a procedure of
release at Musick could be expected to result in additional crimes in
the Irvine/lLake Forest communities.

4. Those cities which chose to build their own detention facilities may
do so because they have a very large portion of the total arrests made
within the County -- far more than the numbers indicated for Irvine and
Lake Forest. Consequently, that may be a smart financial decision but
the fact that the others have not should not imply or be construed as
an unwillingness to "carry their share of the burden". The DEIR should
give the number of arrested annually in each of these cities which

i .

-
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have built their own facilities in the last few years.

5. [Table 5, Page 25] The numbers of existing capacities in comparison
to that needed in the near future is a good justification for another
jail(s) but not necessarily for any particular location(s) or site(s),
i.e., it doesn't follow that the jail must be at the Musick site and
for the full shortfall through the Year 2006. The DEIR should furnish
the rationale for the necessity of the Musick site and only the Musick
site.

6. If the Musick jail currently has a rating of 713 beds but is housing
as many as 1200 inmates, i.e., a utilization that is 76% above rating,
why can't a similar overcrowding be possible with a 7,584 bed rating in
the future or 13,347 inmates? 1if not, why not?

7. [Table 6, Page 26] The table gives only the data on arrests from
south County cities. Without comparable data on all cities within the
County, it is not possible to determine which cities contribute the most
and, using that as a factor in site locating, which city or cities ought
to be the home for new jails. Obviously, with Lake Forest and Irvine
accounting for only 3% of the bookings in 1995, it would not be
appropriate to locate the jail in their communities if numbers of
bookings were the siting criterion. Therefore, in difference to the
DEIR, the data in Table 6 does not justify consideration of an
all-classification jail facility in southern Orange County.

8. [Page 27] Using a 1l0-mile radius doesn't increase the percentage of
arrestees coming from Irvine and Lake Forest and therefore only
increases the justification of a jail within south Orange County but not
within Irvine or Lake Forest areas specifically. 1In addition with more
than 75% of the arrests coming from other than south County, the data
would actually justify the placement of new jail facilities in other
than the south County or at minimal a splitting inte 2 or more
facilities! Why place 80% of the high-security jail capacity in the
portion of the County which contributes less than 25%?

9. The statement that "there is demand for jail facilities in the south
County area as a result of its own crime..." is a degrading remar$ .

and without merit as the critical component is from whence the criminals
are based (the "source" so to speak), not which neighborhood may be
victimized. One might ask why "America's Safest City" and for four
years running the "safest large city in California"” as decreed by the
FBI must have a jail?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
10. [4.1.3, Page 36] Why wouldn't the new Sheriff's Station cover the

60i321



Mr. Paul Lanning -3 = October 3, 19%6

County area of Lower Peters Canyon located between Jamboree and Culver
Drive and north of the I-5 Freeway? What is the percent of identified
funding for this project, i.e, is 100% of the needed funds expected to
be available when needed to construct the station?

11. [4.1.6, Page 39] It is stated that inmates authorized for release
will be processed and released directly from the Musick complex and
will commence with completion of Complex 1 (Page 42). Transportation
by friends or family will be encouraged but not required. This
procedure is not in keeping with even current practice for Musick Jail
which is per Page 129 to only release those at Musick who have family or
friends picking them up otherwise those inmates who do not have
transportation off the facility are bused to Santa Ana for release.

And the latter procedure involves only low-security inmates whereas the
future will involve maximum-security inmates! Obviously, there was more
consideration for the local community in setting up the current jail
arrangement than is being contemplated for the future jail. The DEIR
should explain why the continuation of the current procedure is not
proposed especially in light of the change of inmate classification.

12. [Exhibit 6, Page 40] From a comparison of Exhibit 6 with Exhibit 3
of the NOP, it is apparent that the site layout has been rearranged. It
appears to be an improvement in that the farm land and anxiliary
buildings are used as buffers to the neighborhood. Will all of the farm
lands still be productive if used in this fashion? Will the trees along
the east side be retained? 1If not, what size will the trees be when
planted and how far apart? How will agriculture activities continue
uninterrupted during construction since the majority of the 22 acres
will not be available until the existing jail facilities are torn down
yet initial construction of Complex 1 and buildings along southerly
boundary will terminate most of the existing farming? Per Page 4S5, the
existing inmates will not move until Complex 2 is complete. Therefore,
the important note that agriculture use will continue to be used is not
technically correct in consideration of all phases of the project.

13. [Page 41] I believe it is a plus that no guard towers will be
used.

14. ([Page 42) What specifically is the type of fencing to be used for
the interior double fence?" Will it be chain-link fencing topped with
razor-wire? Exhibit 16 (Page 83) implies that the security fencing will
not be visible by an adult pedestrian on the adjacent sidewalk. Will
the security fencing be visible from vehicles on Alton or pedestrains
on the sidewalk on the opposite side of Alton?

15. No parking on Alton Parkway adjacent to the Jail is a plus and
must be made a Condition of Approval should the Project be approved.
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16. Funds for Alton Parkway are not expected to be available until Year
2001. Does this mean that the initial construction of the Project will
not be placed in service until Year 2001? If not, how will traffic be
routed to the new project and parking structure?

17. [Page 43] It is not clear just how many visitors are expected at
peak time? From Visiting, it would appear that inmates could expect as
many as two visits per week or for 7,584 inmates that would be 15,165
visitors minimum as it is not clear whether more than one visitor may
visit during a given visit. If more than one at any given time, more
vehicles could be expected. Please clarify.

Under Complex 1, 141 visitors are expected per day;, Complex 2, 265
additional visitors per day; Complex 3, a total of 627 visitors per day.
How were these numbers determined since on Page 43 it is stated that
the actual visiting schedule to be established after opertation, i.e.,
how many days per week are expected to be visiting days and during what
hours?

18. For Complex 1 and 3, how many "rated beds" does "864 additional
inmates"” and "3,840 beds", respectively, equate? For some unknown
reason, only Complex 2 capacity is.given in rated beds.

19. [Pages 45 & 46] For Staffing listed under each complex, one is
referred to Exhibits 8a and 8b. However, these exhibits list only the
new staffing. What is the total or existing staffing to be added to the
new staffing in each complex?

20. Under Transportation, the number of buses per day expected to
provide inmate transportation to the courthouse goes from 8 to 16 with
just the first two complexes. What is the number of expected trips
when all three complexes are.in service as it is not given in the
DEIR? Extrapolating the number using the same ratio, a total of 32
round trips or 64 one-way trips would be expected. As previously
suggested, these buses should go via either Alton or Bake Parkways to
the I-5 and not travel through the residential communities of Irvine and
Tustin.

In similar fashion to camoufluging or minimizing the Jail presence by
landscaping, etc., the community would like to minimize the visibility
of the buses to the residential communities. This appears to be a
reasonable and minimal request.

21. [4.2, Page 50)] How does the sold COPs (Certificates of
Participation) in the County's financial recovery program furnish

funds for the Jail? My understanding for the proceeds of the bond sale
was to provide money to pay off the outstanding County debts and not to
finance future capital improvements. Should this reference be to

0661323
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state's COPS (Citizen Option for Public Safety) funding program
established this year by the State Legislature?

22. If through flexibility Complex 3 is the first complex to be built,
wvhere are the existing inmates to be placed as Complex 3 can not be
installed before the major portion of the existing facilities are
removed?

EIR - GENERAL

23. [5.0, Page 53] It is not clear what is meant by the statement
that "this EIR will not engage in repetitive discussions of issues
resolved in previous EIRs" since EIRs are required on specific projects
and issues developed and assessed on a case-by-case basis. How can a
resolution to an issue on another proposal be incorporated as a
resolution herein on this proposal. Simply because the same issue may
surface and the same resolution be proposed most assuredly does not
justify the exclusion of the airing of the issue again in this
proposal. The specific issue used as the example -- security
considerations -- can not be excluded since without an assessment
there is no certainty that the situations are identical, i.e.,

similar physical arrangement and security measures & procedures, etc.
If anything, because of the contentiousness of this issue, I would
believe that the County would rather error on the side of excess
inclusion rather than exclusion of issues and details.

LANDFORM, SOILS & GEOLOGY

24. [5.1, Page 53] There is no assessment of toxic compounds such as
DDT in the soil even though used for some time as agriculture farm
lands. Much of the previocus Irvine Ranch lands have DDT in the surface
soils requiring treatments prior to any construction.

25. [5.1.1, Page 55 & 57] Even though the contamination remediation
could only delay the extension of Alton Parkway and not the Jail, is not
this roadway improvement a needed circulation improvement for the Jail?
What fallback is anticipated if the roadway is delayed? If the County
builds Alton only to the Jail entrance, how does this reflect in the
traffic study?

AIR QUALITY

26. [5.2.2(b), Page 67] Why is the vehicle air pocllution generation
calculated with the vehicles assumed to be traveling at 25 mph while
the data in Table 13 (Page 86) indicates the existing traffic speeds to
be 45 mph? 1Is the use of 25 mph for air quality studies a worse case
than at 45 mph? If not, why isn't a speed of 45 mph used?
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AESTHETICS

27. [5.4.2, Page 79] The minimum jail building setback for Complex 2
from Alton Parkway is given as approximately 330 feet. If the setback
for Complex 1 is 100 feet, the layout on Exhibit 13 indicates that
Complex 2 is not much further than Complex 1. One or the other number
has to be significantly off.

28. [Page 81] To reduce the aesthetic impact, a large number of
moderately mature trees should be used in the landscaping especially if
any of the trees being replaced would be those indicated as screening
in Exhibit 12. The DEIR should indicate clearly which trees are to be
removed and which trees will be newly planted.

NOISE

29. [5.5, Page 85-] Did the noise studies include the noise reflecting
effects of the proposed 12-foot block wall thus intensifying the noise
on the neighbors? 1If not, what increase noise can be expected with the
wall? The 45-foot buildings themselves will reflect noise. Was this
also considered? 1If not, why not?

30. [5.5.2(d), Page 98) What effects can be expected of inmates
working the farms under the constant noise of jet aircraft flyovers?

31. The inmates may appreciate the construction features which would
assure an indoor 45 db CNEL noise level, but at what additional
construction cost does this come? What is the additional cost of
air-conditioning to assure a closed environment. These may come at
premiums that the taxpayers can not afford for themselves in having te
provide living quarters for inmates! The DEIR gives no indication of
the premium involved to provide these living conditions. Also,
should the measures employed in the construction not result in
adequate noise reduction, what might be the anticipated consequences?
Additional expensive retrofits? An unusable jail? Jail inmate
initiated litigation for hearing damage?

32. [Page 100] Are there not OSHA noise limitation requirements that
would cover staff rooms and private offices?

LIGHT & GLARE

33. [5.7, Page 104] The statement is made pertaining to the existing
condition that "all lighting is directed towards buildings and not
outward from the site". Why can not an identical statement be made for
the proposed Project? Instead the language states that "lighting rays
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are confined to the areas surrounding the buildings". The latter would
permit outward direction from the building.

LAND USE

34. [S5.8.1, Page 117] Regarding the airport land use compatibility
issue, the statement is made that "no outdoor living areas are proposed
by the Project, so exterior noise level standards are not applicable."
How can this be true since there will be inmates working in the
agricultural fields and outdoor recreation area for the Interim Care
Facility?

PUBLIC SAFETY

35. [5.9, Page 126] Per the DEIR, "assertions of effects on property
values or safety do not constitute a 'signficant effect' within the
meaning of CEQA". However, neither does unsubstantiated assertions to
the contrary as provided in the DEIR constitute "insignificance"!

36. [Last sentence on Page 126] Sectiom 12 ought to be Section 5.12.

37. [5.9.1, Page 128] Historical data on the existing minimum=-security
Musick facility is not really meaningful since the type of inmate will
be so significantly different with a maximum-security jail. The
incentive to escape is demonstrably different.

38. Data and crime statistics should be researched and provided in

the EIR for other county or equivalent jails. Statistics on only
shoplifting in neighborhood commerical centers is insufficient. The
residential neighborhoods will be concerned about the security of their
vehicles and premises, and matters as simple as whether they will be
able to leave a garage door open. With the introduction of large
numbers of visitors from other parts of the County, many of whom are not
just relatives & friends but "working associates”™ of the inmates, now
having further opportunity to scout the area for "opportunities", has
historical data from similar jail installations reflected an increase

in crime?

39. The escape notifying system described is that which is employed at
present at Musick as only a minimum-security jail. Why does the
County believe that the same system with no new features is sufficient
to handle escapes of the future maximum-scurity inmates?

40. [Page 129] The present release procedure for Musick with only
minimum-security inmates requires released inmates to have
transportation off the facility or they are bused to Santa Ana for
release. Why with maximum-security inmates would a procedure be
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proposed which would not at least require the same restriction on the
maximum-security inmate releases? It appears more consideration was
extended to the local communities in this regard when implementing
Musick as a minimum-security jail.

41. In 1995, Muisck had 53,194 inmate visitors with only 1,200 maximum
number of inmates. With 7,500 inmates or 6-fold increase, a
proportionate increase in visitors would result in 332,000 visitors
annually! 1In all likelihood, the makeup of the visitors will include an
abnormally higher percentage of undesirable element/unsavory

characters than in the general population. In most cases, this element
would have little to no reason to be concentrated or loitering in this
neighborhood which goes further in generating anxiety over the proposed
jail expansion. :

42. The DEIR attempts to correlate types of crimes and numbers of
arrests with some form of "indigenous"™ crime, somehow implying
therefore that since crime is already present on a significant level
even without the proposed jail, that any increase from released inmates
will be insignificant! What is more pertinent would be information on
the origination of the perpetrators. Why isn't information provided on
vhere the criminals are from?

43. If releases of maximum-security inmates does not occur at present
at Theo Lacy Jail, why does the County propose to do otherwise at
Musick? Will releases occur around the clock at Musick? If so, why?

44. Most of the data furnished in this section is inadequate,
inconclusive, and in general irrelevant since not based on similar
circumstances. There may be inadequate data available to the DEIR
preparers to support the contention that crime will increase in the
vicinity of the jail but in no way does the described data support the
contrary conclusion as stated in the DEIR and thus justifying that no
mitigation measures are necessary. The Sheriff's Southeast Station can
be considered as a possible benefit only since 100% funding is not
assured at this time.

45. [Page 133] The last sentence in Section 5.9.2 appears out of place
as it reads more like a campaign speech than a nondebatable fact

and should therefore be deleted. The sentence reads "it is not in

the best interests of a publicly elected official like the Sheriff to
operate a facility that is not secure, or to maintain practices that
compromise the security of the area in which the jail is located.”

46. [5.9.3, Page 133] At minimum, a mitigation measure should be
proposed which would continue the current practice regarding releases.
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CIRCULATION AND PARKING

47. A Condition of Approval for the Project should it be approved
should be that Alton Parkway should be extended to the jail entrance
and in service prior to occupancy of the first phase of the Project.

48. ([Table 21, Page 145] The table indicates a 6-lane extension of
Alton Parkway yet the text only discusses an improvement of one side or
half of the road or 3 lanes. Please explain and describe the difference
in traffic impact.

45. [Table 22, Page 147] How was the ADT level of 926 derived for
visitors in this table? Please explain as there are noc details
furnished in the report.

50. [5.10.3(g), Page 170] For determining adequate off-street
parking, the total number of employees ought to be used yet Exhibits

8a and 8b (Pages 48 & 49) only lists "new staff" employees. A
comparable table of existing employees with their respeective shifts is
required assuming the total to be simply the combination. The DEIR
needs to be revised with inclusion of the total employee data.

51. How was the visitor parking space requirement determined?

The total at buildout appears adequate if the visiting hours are

spread over several hours. However, how were the totals for the earlier
phases calculated to determine adequacy? The explanation in the DEIR is
not clear and further complicated by unknowns for ICF and lack of
visitor hour and day schedule.

SQCIQECONOMIC

52. [5.12, Page 184] The survey of the areas reaction to notification
of the possibly jail as a measure of the effect on property values 1is
totally inadequate. The effects on property values could be expected
to be of a considerably different magnitude during the period of
project proposal versus subsequent to final approval and especially
after installation. Residents at this point may still be in denial, not
have a full understanding of the details of the proposal, have faith
that the Board will make a fair and right choice, or are simply taking

a "wait and see approach". They may also realize that the installation
is at least 5 years away and is dependent on passage of an election
measure and consequently are not rushing to sell out their "dreams”.
Combining the above reasons with the hope by many that the opposition
may be successful in stopping it. It would be premature and fullish to
attempt to perceive effects on property values at this time by some sort
of mass exodus of homeowners.

001328



Mr. Paul Lanning = 10 - October 3, 1996

53. Rather than simply a review of sales of homes in the vicinity
before and after the announcement of the jail consideration which
camoflouges any information due to current fluctuations in local
economy, a survey of potential homebuyers and their reaction to being
informed of the possibility of a jail would be more meaningful. From
the discussion in the DEIR, it does not appear that this avenue was
attempted. Information should be sought on the consequences in other
places where airports were built within existing developed communities.

ALTERNATIVES

54. [7.4, Page 1398] Contrary to the DEIR statement that the "exigent
circumstance regarding the demand for incarceration facilities™ makes
the search for another site "infeasible", it would only make a search

undesirable.

55. Contrary to the statement in the DEIR that the "library
of...(referenced) documents has been assembled for the public's
convenience at the offices of Environmental and Project Planning
Division...", it is anything but. At most it is merely made available.
These documents should be made available at the same library(ies) in
which the DEIR is(are) made available for public review.

56. (7.6, Page 201] There appears to be a discrepancy, though minor,
between the number of arrests last year within 10 miles of the Musick
jail in this section (17,399) and that of Table 6 of Section 3 on
Page 26 (17,423). :

57. 1t is not clear what is meant in the last paragraph on this page
that this alternative will create increased "pressure" on Musick Road.
Does this simply mean additional traffic on Musick Road? If so, the
DEIR should state that and indicate whether the increase is
significant of not or within the capacity of the rocad. If not, what
does it mean?

58. Alternative 7.6 may not be desirable since it does not solve the
entire need for which the jail expansion is sought, but it most
certainly is not "infeasible”. It would simply mean that the County
would have to look to other sites for additional new capacity. In
addition, specifically which adverse impacts is this alternative
®"incapable of reducing” to a level of insignificance as the DEIR does
not state?

59. [7.7, Page 202-104] If the split jail site recommended by the Grand
Jury or any modified version thereof is adopted, the Santa Ana
(non-Musick) site should be built first. The historical record
indicates that to do otherwise would place Musick in the position of
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being exposed to a further expansion at the future point in time that
the non-Musick facility is to be built. The "off-ramp" suggested in the
last paragraph of this section =- if the expansion could not occur at
Santa Ana it would occur at the Musick Jail -- is unacceptable as it
essentially amounts to a sly means to approve the entire complex at
Musick. There is no criteria suggested up front for ascertaining the
inability to expand Snata Ana at the later date, i.e., how much of an
obstacle constitutes "ianability"?

60. [Page 204] Why specifically did the LRA reject the regquest for 250
acres for a jail facility? Was it do to anticipated reduction of
market value of adjacent property or incompatability with uses in the
adjacent area? Was it the lost of return to the County on land
invested? Did LRA perceive a jail to have negative impacts on the
adjoining property =-- a consequence the County has no hesitation of
expecting the existing private property owners near Musick to assume?

61. Since, as stated in Section 5.2.1 (Page 60), "the report will
focus on the potential for regional air quality impacts®, why when
reviewing the air quality impacts associated with the split location
alternative does the DEIR address the local emissions in the Santa Ana
area in the last paragraph of this section? The environmental
assessment approach obviously is not consistent.

62. [7.8, Page 205] The rejection of this alternative because of the
simple reason given that the County must have a plan ready to go upon
availability of funds, is ludicrous and beyond the scope of the DEIR.
This is a discretionary function of the propenent and lead agency and
not an element of the DEIR. Besides, a simple fix would be to have the
alternative facility plan ready to go. How is the LRA's rejection of
the conveyance to the Sheriff a ®"serious obstacle to implementation of
this alternative" since the rejection does not affect the Musick site?
The siting of the balance of the needed jail capacity does not restrict
the implementation of the limited expansion at Musick.

63. [7.10, Page 206] What percentage of the rated capacity of 4,500

is the cap on the number of maximum-security inmates at the Theo Lacy
Facility? The number appears to be only 1,152 inmates or 26%. Is this
correct? Will any such cap be allowed or imposed at Musick? If not,
why not? A statement is made on the next page that refers to a
combination of the caps at both Theo Lacy and Musick which implies
such a cap at Musick though there is no specific number suggested for
Musick. '

64. ([Page 207) The DEIR fails to include an explanation of the meaning
of the "legal infeasibility" upon which Alternative 7.10 is rejected.
The conclusion that this alternmative lacks a contribution to reductions
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Mr. Paul Lanning - 12 - October 3, 1996

in physical environmental impacts is blatantly false. It may be true
that it does not contribute to the total desired degree, but to state
that it makes no contribution is without basis and, frankly, deceiving.

65. [7.11, Page 207] The DEIR should not only address crime event
analysis but also the impacts on the general perception and character
of the area due to the releases. The crime event analysis furnished in
the DEIR for Musick is inadequate and actutally not applicable because
of the differences in inmate classification makeup and the current
release procedure which varies significantly from that proposed.

66. [Page 208] If cost for busing the inmates to the Intake and
Release Center is so significant and obstacle setting, why propose to
build the jail so far from the courthouse since there are probably far
more trips associated with court proceedings?

67. [7.12] The deduction that there exists reduced feasibility for
the Katellas-Douglass and Gypsum Canyon sites is not factually supported
in the DEIR. There is no basis furnished for a reasonable conclusion,
only an unsupported assumption. It 1s also not clear whether these
two specific sites are inclusive in those sites now constrained by
Federal Endangered Species Act. The assessment provided in the DEIR
indicates that the County is simply trying to find what they thought
to be the "easiest® solution to the problem rather than the best
solution. It appears that any difficulty anticipated in securing
another site is considered sufficient reason to label the site
“infeasible"! ‘

I appreciated receiving a copy of the DEIR and the opportunity te for
input. Please notify me of the public hearings on the matter. Should
you have any questions, I may normally be reached during normal work
hours on (213) 367-0420.

cerely,

<

David Melvold

002331



Nl\//\_ North Irvine Villages Association

October 4, 1996 v Si 7D

ol 74233
Mr. Paul Lanning, Project Manager -
Environmental and Project Planning EMIA
Environmental Management Agency
300 N. Flower Street, Room 321
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

RI: DRAFT EIR 564 JAMES A. MUSICK JALL EXPANSION

Dear Sir: NIVA (North Irvine Villages Association) would like to take this
opportunity to thank you for the opportunity to participate in this review. As you may
or may not know NIV A represents seventeen (17) homeowners associations in the
vicinity of North Irvine.

We feel.that in calling: this an expamsim you are being misleading. This is much

1 more than an exparision - it is a conversion. from-an honor farm to-a full onjjail or
prison. To expand from a populanon of appmxxmaicly i, 000 to over 7 000 will

|__change the entire character of this area. -~ .

If this number of cnmmals were to be released in the area of Musxclg)we would: surely

see an increase in the crime figures for this area.

S
s,y

Page 25 - Table 5 The numbers of existing capacities in comparison to that needed
3 in the near future is a good justification for another jail(s) but not necessarily for any

particular location(s) or site(s). It does not follow that the jail must be at the Musick
|__site and for the full shortfall through the year 2006.

Page 26 - Table 6 This table gives only the data for arrests from the south County

cities. We would need comparable data on all cities within the County to determine

which cities contribute the most, and using that as a factor in site locating, which city

or cities ought to be the home for the new jails or prisons. Lake Forest and Irvine

contributed only 3% of the bookings in 1995, therefore, it would not be appropriate to

4 locate the jail in their communities. The data does not justify consideration of an all-

classification jail facility in southern Orange County. Why place 80% of the high-

security jail capacity in the portion of the County that contributes less than 25%?

The statement that “there is demand fer jail facilities in the south county area as a

result of its own crime...” is degrading and without merit. The criticat component is

from whence the eriminals are based, not the which neighborhood might be

victimized. Irvine is listed as the “safest city of greater than 100,000 in the USA” .

Why therefore do we need to have a jail of this magnitude located in our city? A
001334
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12

2.

Page 39 states that inmates authorized for release will be processed and released
directly from the Musick complex. Transportation by friends and family will be
encouraged but not required. This procedure is not in keeping with even the current
practice for Musick Honor Farm. Inmates that do not have transportation are bused to
Santa Ana for release. The DIER should explain why the continuation of the current
procedure will not be continued - especially in view of the change of inmate
classification. An added burden will be placed upon the surrounding businesses as
well.

Page 40 How will agricultural activities continue uninterrupted during the
construction since the majority of the 22 acres will not be available until the existing
jail facilities are torn down?
R
Page 43 states that the actual visiting schedule will be established after operation
begins. And yet earlier the actual number of visitors be complex is listed. Which is
the true statement?

Page 45-46 Exhibits 8a and 8b list only new staffing. What is the total staffing? We
assume that existing staffing will be retained.

" Under transportation, the number of buses per day expected to provide inmate
transportation to the courthouse goes from 8 to 16 with just the first two complexes.
What is the total number of expected trips when the entire facility is in service?
These buses should travel via either Alton or Bake Parkways to reach I-5 and should
|__not trave] through the residential communities of [rvine and Tustin.

How does the sold Certification of Participation in the County’s financial recovery
program furnish funds for the jail? Our understanding was that the proceeds from the
sale of the bonds was to provide morney to pay off the ourstanding County debts and
not to finance future capital improvements.

Page 53 It is not clear what is meant by the statement that “this EIR will not engage
in repetitive discussions of issues resolved in previous EIR’s”. EIR’s are required on
specific projects and issues developed and assessed on a case by case basis. How can
a resolution to an issue on another proposal be incorporated as a resolution on this

proposal.?
| S —

Page 54 There is no consideration of toxic compounds such as DDT in the soil.
Much of the previous Irvine Ranch lands have DDT in the surface soils requiring
treatments prior to any construction.

b et

062333
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Page 67 Why is the vehicle air pollution generation calculated with the vehicles
assumed to be traveling at 25 mph while the date in Table 13 indicates that the
existing traffic speeds are 45 mph? Is the use of 25 mph for air quality studies a
waorse case than 45 mph? If not, why isn’t a speed of 45 mph used?

Page 79 One or the other of the setbacks listed for the individual complexes seems to
be significantly off. Can you explain?

Sccmcerersane

| Page 85 Did the noise studies include the noise reflecting effects of the proposed 12-

foot block wall which would intensify the noise for the neighbors? If not, what
increase in noise can be expected? The 45 buildings will themselves reflect noise.
Was this taken into consideration?

[ Page 88 What effects can be expected on inmates working the farms under the
constant noise of jet aircraft flyovers? Should El Toro become and international
airport these jet aircraft will be flying 24 hours a day at the rate of one approximately
every 57 seconds. Surely these figures will need to be incorporated. What will be the
additional construction cost to achieve an indoor 45 db CNEL noise level? Should
the measures employed in the construction not result in adequate noise reduction,
what will be the anticipated consequences?

Page 117 The statement is made that “no outdoor living areas are proposed by the
Project, so exterior noise level standards are not applicable.” How can this be true?
Won't inmates be working in the agricultural fields and outdoor recreation area for

| the Interim Care Facility?

Page 128 Historical data on the existing minimum-security Musick facility is not
really meaningful because the type of inmate will be so significantly different with a
maximume-security jail.

The escape notifying system described is that which is currently employed at Musick.
Why does the County believe that this will be sufficient to handle escapes from a
maximum-security facility?

Lsls )

fme———

If the release of maximum security inmates does not occur at the Theo Lacy Jail, why
does the County propose to do otherwise at Musick? Will releases occur around the

| clock at Musick?

Page 133 Most of the data provided under Public Safety is inadequate and
inconclusive. At minimum, a mitigation measure should be provided which would
continue the current practice regarding the release of prisoners.

0021334
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Page 184 We feel that the survey of the area’s reaction to the notification of the
possibility of a jail as a measure of the effect on property values is inadequate.
Residents, at this point, may still be in denial and not have a full understanding of the
_ie;tails of this proposal.

e,

Page 204 Why specifically did the LRA reject the request for 250 acres for a jail
facility? Was it due to anticipated reduction of the market value of adjacent property
or incompatibility with uses in the adjacent area? Did the LRA perceive a jail to
have negative impacts on the adjoining property?

Page 207 The DIER should not only address crime event analysis, but also the
impacts on the general perception and character of the area due to releases. The crime
event analysis furnished in the DIER for Musick is inadequate and actually not (in
our opinion) applicable because of the difference in inmate classification makeup and
the current release procedure which varies significantly from the proposed.

Page 208 If the cost for busing the inmates to the Intake and Release Center is so
significant and obstacle setting, why propose to build the jail so far from the

courthouse. There are probably far more trips associated with court proceedings.

We would like to be kept informed of any further documentation on this matter and/or
any public hearings.

/S A McFadden, President
North Irvine Villages Association

£1335



October 4, 1996

Paul Lanning

County Planner and Project Manager
300 N. Flower St., Third Floor

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning,

1 vehemently oppose expanding the James A. Musick Branch Jail. My family lives in
Serrano Park, which is within walking distance of the facility. I walk my dog in the
Rancho Serrano Park everyday—by myself. Expanding the jail to a maximum facility will
change the dynamics of our comings and goings. When I heard of New Folsom’s riot last
week (which I realize was isolated to within the facility), I thought of the potential danger
of a break at Musick. Even with all of the safeguards instituted at the facility, there is the
possibility of human error and chaos.

In addition to the obvious reasons for not expanding the facility like community safety,
dynamics and potential danger, there is the whole notion of traffic. Have you traveled on
Bake Parkway or Irvine Bivd.\Trabuco lately? It is an absolute zoco. The noise level is
high and people can barely get where they are going without inconvenience.

Our family moved to Lake Forest in 1980. We have always enjoyed the community and
neighborhoods. But now, we are filled with amdousness. The values of the homes here in
Serrano Park are a little lower than other tracts. But the real problem is that buyers do
not want to buy here if given a choice. Sure the houses are great, but the thought of a
maximum security jail across the street from where your kids place soccer is not good.

I have been gracious is my writing becanse I don’t believe you are ignorant and naive.
Would you want hardened and violent criminals near your home—security or not. I appeal
to your sensibility in asking you to consider a vote against the expansion. There are other
properties available that make more sense. Expanding Musick will dramatically hurt our
| community. Give us a break.

Thank you.
ol

Nanci McMannis ~ 0y

20962 Avd. Amapola “oo
Lake Forest, CA 92630 T

rag . “\‘\
S, 4O
.4 - J
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October 4, 1996

Paul Lanning

County Planner and Project Manager
300 N. Flower St., Third Floor

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lanning,

1 vehemently oppose expanding the James A. Musick Branch Jail. My family lives in
Serrano Park, which is within walking distance of the facility. I walk my dog in the
Rancho Serrano Park everyday-—by myself. Expanding the jail to a maximum facility will
change the dynamics of our comings and goings. When I heard of New Folsom'’s riot last
week (which I realize was isolated to within the facility), I thought of the potential danger
of a break at Musick. Even with all of the safeguards instituted at the facility, there is the
possibility of human error and chaos.

In addition to the obvious reasons for not expanding the facility like community safety,
dynamics and potential danger, there is the whole notion of traffic. Have you traveled on
Bake Parkway or Irvine Blvd.\Trabuco lately? It is an absolute zoo. The noise level is
high and people can barely get where they are going without inconvenience.

Our family moved to Lake Forest in 1980. We have always enjoyed the community and
neighborhoods. But now, we are filled with amdousness. The values of the homes here in
Serrano Park are a little lower than other tracts. But the real problem is that buyers do
not want to buy here if given a choice. Sure the houses are great, but the thought of a

maximum security jail across the street from where your kids place soccer is not good.

I have been gracious is my writing becaunse [ don’t believe you are ignorant and naive.
Would you want hardened and violent criminals near your home—security or not. I appeal
to your sensibility in asking you to consider a vote against the expansion. There are other
properties available that make more sense. Expanding Musick will dramatically hurt our
| community. Give us a break.

Thank you.
“Moal M
Nanci McMannis ~ \
20962 Avd. Amapola “g,/- N
Lake Forest, CA 92630 T
rag N X :\
<::J? "':- e é
.4 .i)
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300 N. Flower St, Room #321
Santa Ana, CA 92702

re: Drafl EIR #564, James A. Musick Jail Expaasion
Me. Lanning: '

T submit the following comments on the draft EIR #564. [ strongly believe that this is the wrong sile for 2
jall expansion, that the citizens have not had adequate time to evaluate the draft EIR, that the eonclusioas

s 27 .0 FROM. L3+ PTmiRk ERGINZEZXK.NS - BT PAGE z
RECEIVED
{Dctober §, 1996 via fax
0CT 07 193
Mr. Paul Lasaing, Praject Manages . jgct Plansing
Bavironmental & Project Planning Emiroometa & Project

reached in the EIR are incorrect, that the EIR is inadequate, and the EIR should tx: rujected and the project

should be denied. Specific comments on the EIR are as follows.

S ——

Pg 65, Para 3, Short Term Construction Impact. The EIR states thar the particulul cmissions ere grater
than the SCAOMD CECA Handhaak threshold of 150 pourds. The mitigation mcasures show ac evidene:
(caleulstinas) that they will reduct the emissions to below significance. Thercfore the EIR is in crror in
Section 5.2.4 in concluding that all impacts would be reduced to 2 level of insignificunt. Full mitigation by

g

Pg 68, Para 1, Long Term Regional Air Quality. The EIR statcs that the project emissions exceed the
SCAQMD threshold of significance for NOy. The mitigation meesures show ao qualitative or quantitative
evidence that they will redues the cmisives to below significance. Thetefors the EIR is in ervor in Section
52.4 in concluding that all impacts would be reduced to 3 lewel of ipsignificant. Full mitigation by cither
BRCs or RECLAIM ercditz should be required. As noted in Table 11, the project will gunerato mose thas

either ERCs or RECLAIM credits should be requisred. The project will be significant and should bo denled.

600 [bs/day of pollutants. Arny incroasc in emissions in a county that s nonattainment for all major pollutant

is significant. To simply say this is a small percentage of the total county cmissions is meaningless und docs
not doludo the impacts. The project will be signifeant and should be denied.

e

Scction 3.4 eonsiders czuss sectional view mostly from nearby Bake and Pacific Occan Drive. The EIR does
nat address potential views from prime industrial propesty to the N and NE, or the residential propertics to
‘the NE, and E further away and up on the hills. These arsas (minimum 1 mile radius) must be analyzed.
The 12 ft block wall anly detructs from the nearby view aad does not mitigaic the inside feaces or the
buildings. Sectivn 54.4. is in error in concluding that no significsnt cffect remain. The project will be

L significant and should be denied

Section 5.5 (Noise), The futare ADT with project (Table 15) does not make sense. Therc is no way cae can

add 4,253 trips (Tebic 22) and justify the small incresses and cspecially the decreascs shows in Tablo 18, If
future area ADT dearcass, the EIR must clearly show that and not mask the project impscts with othor
cumulative effect. The ghange in noise must be shown. It is impossible to add sny trips withou{ increasing
the noisc lovolx, Scction 5.5.4. is in crror in conduding thst arc no significant impuctx. The project will be
significant and should be denied.

Section 5.7, Light, Glare ete. The EIR does not specify the type and more importantly thc amount of
lighting that will be added. As noted on pg 67, para 1, the project will add S8,S84 KWH per day and some
of this incresse will be highting Becsuse this arca is less populated than many urban ares, it is much more
susceptible (o inercancd glare. You cannot logically increase the size of the jail without increasing the

Tighting. Sectioa $.7.4. in in ervor in concluding that are no significant impacis. The project will he significant

and should be denied.

Y

Soction 5.9. Public Safety. Para 2, pg 126 of the EIR statss that even if "sa mcreasc in crime rafc in an area

would occur, that vandalism might occur, or that readivism of iamates might produce more crimc, in the

061338
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decigion-making process, these arc not significant effects under CEQA unless it could also be shown
that these effects produce physical changes.” I would oot ive there, either would my neighbors, seither
would my seighbor's neighbor. An exodus by nearby resideace would reduce the property values and the
area would dogenerate, and that would dircetly cause a phyical change to the environment. The EIR is in
|__esror in concludieg that are 8o significant impacts. The project will be significant and should be desied.

Scction $.10 (Transportation). The futore ADT with project (Exhibit 34) does not make sense. There & 8o
way one can add 4,253 trips (Tsble 22) and justify the nearly no Increases shown in Exhibit 33 und 34
(Trabuco N of Bake changes from 42 to 44?). The future ADT does increase becuuse of the project, and the
7 EIR mpxt cleasly show that and not mask the project impacts with other cumulative effect or however it was

dome. The jncreass in traffic from the project must be shown. It is impossible to increase the size of the jail
sitc without incrcasing the traffic lovels in the surrounding arca. The project impact arc not clearly shown
Scction 5.105. is in error ia concludiag that are ao sigpificant impacts. The project will be significant and
| should be denicd.

$.12 Sociocconomic Effccts. The chain of events leading to 3 physlcal change i simple to sce. If the jail
expansion were approved, the resale value of the local bomes would drastically reduce. This would chanes
the type of rosidents and the type of activities throughout the area (land use, teaffic puttern, commuting
habite, averago age of car). A change in the type of residence will directly impact the physical cnvironment
8 by their sctivities. | personslly know more than SO familics in this ncighborhood that would net have moved

.| here bad they been informed of the jsil expansion (I was not cver informed of the existeace of the current
jail). It is very eaxy to look for housing non the other sids of town, in the aext city. Property values woold
go down, oo one can argue that realistically. If the EIR analysis did sol deteat any past reduction in
property valocs, then the study is in error. A loager period of analygs is necd, a door te door survey mugt
be conducted to conclude amything. The EIR is i error in concluding that are no significant impacts. The

project will be significant and should be denied.

Sincerely,
7/

Vooul 117

Dr. Paut R. Hurt
21412 Calle Sendero
Laks Porest, CA 92630

652339
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Cvrennnetal & Projest Planning

October §, 1996

Paul Lanning

Environmental & Project Planning Div.
300 N. Flower Street

Room #321, P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, Ca 92702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

The letters from Marcel J. Fernandez and Jim Richert dated September 28,
4 | and October 4, 1996 can be considered the collective response from J.A.M.
(Jail Alternatives to Musick) to Draft Environmental Impact Report #564.

s

Many Thanks,

7y B S

Marcel J. Fernandez
Chalrman J.A.M.

0C1340
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Octebar 6,1996. Environmenta) & Project Planaing

County of Ozfange

Bavironmaental Management Agemcy
Environmental and Project Planning Divisien
P,0.Box 4048

Santa Ana, Ca. 92702-4048

Attention; Mz Paul lanning

Subject; Bavizonmental Impact Report - James Musick
Maximum Security Jail
Dear Mr. Lanaing;

I am a resident of the City ef Lake Perest and am availiag
myself of the opportunity ¢o respond te EIR No. 564.

Firgt, I am greatly dissappointed im the lack of relevant
detail in the document. 1% ssema apparent that haste wvas
1 the driving ferce in preparation of the document, net
careful consideration and documentation of the impacts and
| necessary mediation caused by thie ‘'expanded' faciliey.

___This document is geriously flaved due to the foiloving:

1. Inaccurate ADT figures - these MUST be revised teo
refiect actual trips with eounts taken over at least a tvwo

veek period.

2. Realistic expectations of ADT's on the Lake Forasst
streets of Trabuco Road, Jeronime Road, Muirlands Bivd, Bake
Parkvay and Serrano Road need to be included in the study.

3. fThe EIR must caleulate ADT's in light of the
County's projected expectation of the construction 6f an

girport on MCAS-ET.

~ 4. The ETR does not adeguately discuss the 1light

spiliage from the propesed faciiity, ner doee % di-cycn the
‘hale' effect of the proposed lighting upon the existing
__rosidences vithin 700 feet of the wall of the faciiity.
5. Cost projections 4o not address the possibie need
6 to clearn undissoived solids and nltrates from the shallow
and deep squafer caused by the many years of farming on the
proposed preject site.

6. There is inadequate investigation of the extent of
the impact ©f undissolved solids and nitrates that may exist
7 in the sub-surface aquafer, and no detail as to cosge

projections as to the contribution of this preject to the

desalter project to mediats the polliution clean-up-.
. 7. There is no specific detail as to the impact

8 V ajirport take-offs and landings, and the attendant noise

G Hh W N
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, , uid have on the ‘'eivil rights’ of the inmates.
- B ge? gon

9
10

11

12

13

. in the fimancial p ect 8 there ig not
sufficient data to assure the local contzact cities that uge
the Orange County Sherlff‘'s Department that unacceptabie
L_costs wvill be pamsed on te esver costs.

9. All infrastructure impact costs are to be borme by
the. project. '

10. The general assertien is made that public safety is
not a concern. The impact upon the safety of the reszidenis

of lake Porest is not adequately addressed. What warning

system vill be used to notice residents, schools and
businegs that an escape hag occurred?

One of the majer deficits of this EIR ig that it assumes
that this is merely an 'expansien' of an existing
facilityand net 8 nev, different project. I cannot believe
that this EIR vilil pass legal challenge vhen the existing
facllity consists of single story structures, tents and farm
out-buildings, vhile the proposed project consists of a
meesive building complex. I challenge you and the County
Pianning Commission eand Supervisors to Justify this sham as
a mere 'expansion’ and not a nev project subject to all the
requirements of CEQuA.

I have alvays had respect for the professionalism of the
Orange County Plsaning staff. This plece of pre-determineqd
gviss cheese is an embarrassment tc the reputatien ef the
staff and a frauvd en the citizens of the County.

S

Sincerely,

Hazcta Rudplp )

24922 Muifiands
Space #139
Lake Porest, Ca. 92630
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OCTCBER 06, 1995 RECEIVED -
OCT 0 7 1998
FiR. PAUL LANNING £ | & Project Planving

COUNTY PLANNER/PROJEST MGR
200 N, FLOWER STREET

3RD FLOOR, PO 20X 4G4
SANTA ANA,CA S37C2

DEAR MR. LANNING,

MY FAMILY AND 1 WAYE LIVED IN LAXE FIREST ON CALLE CELESTE IN
SERRANC PARK FOR NINE (S) YEARS NOW. WE'D HMCVED FROM SANTA anaé
AFTER TWELVE (12) YEARS. WE LITERALLY *SAlW THE WRITING ON THE
WALL.” IT WAB A BIT OF & RIS¥, BUT WE DECIDED TC BT FSOR 17. I
HAD TO COMMUTE § 4/72 KCURS TG WORY IN I237TAa mESA - YES, THE
TRAFFTIC WAS THAT BAD, I7°D TAKE ME 2 HOURS 7S GET =OME ON FRIDaY
NIGHT.

BEFCRE BUYING THIS HOME, I fAL'Eﬁ THE PLARNMNING OFFICE AND
GUESTIOKRED QHQT N@ULD GG INTEC THE FIELDE NEXT TC US - NOW IR/VINE
SPEETRUM ANDS CIFIC COMMERCE CEN'ERG I WesS TOLD R&D AND ONE
8TORY OFFICE ELILD’NE‘ S0, WE THOUSHY AEGU¢ T« I ~SKED HHAT HAS
AUSICK? "JUST BAD CHECK HPITER%, ETC", I eSS TOLD. “NOTHING TO
WORRY AEROUT*, I WAS TOLD. WE THOUBHT aBOUT I7. WE ToOK SOME TIME
AND SAT IN THE WOUSE 4ND LISTENED TG THE JETS FROM Ei TORC, 8K,
THEY WERE LOUD., YES, THEY "WENT OFF" IN FOURS. BUT, THEY WERE
QUICK. THE LOUDNESS LASTED ONLY A PINUTE, &ND THEY WERE BONE, THE
TNOQTICE"” ABQUT THE QUESTICNABLE ELEMENTS WITH REGARD TO
PURCHASING TME HOME INCLUDED YWE PRUXIMITY 7O THE 8ASE, MUSICXK
HONOR FARM arD A BROKEN SCREEN DCOR. THE CTXRTS CONVINCED US THE
NEIGHBORHECOD WOULD SE XERT P BY CARING NEIGHBORS. WE DECIDED WE
COULD LIVE WIiTH THE MARINE BASE, AND I'D ALREADY BEESN TCLD BY
YOUR OFFICE THAT MUSICK RAS NOTHING TO FRET ABCUT. WE BOUGKT OUR
HOME. NOT & HOUSE, NOT 3UST A FIECE OF PROBERTY, BUT & HOME.

A8 IT TLRNED OUT, CNCE IM adWHILE, SOMEDNE WOULD ESCAPE FREOM
MUSICK AND THE HELICCPTER WOULD SKINE ITS LIBHTS INTC CUR
NEIBHBORROOD AND DVER QUR HOME. BUYT, I REMEMBERED, T WAS NOTHING
TO WARRY aB0UT. JUST A =ZAD CHECY WRITER. NG, YO WaNT TO EXPAND
MUSICK INTO & MAJOR PEISON, AND IF THAT’S THE CASE, YDWR EIR
RZPORT IS FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED.

YOU WERE AT THE MEETING AT EL TORG HIEH. YOU KNOW THAT BRINGINE A
PRISON INTE A FAMILY NEIGHBORHOOD (WITHIN 700 FEET FROM MY HOME)

16 WRONE. THE MENTAL WELL-BEING OF THE RESIDENTS CLGSE TO IT AND

THOSE WHC WORK IN THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY NEXT TG IT WILL BE

BREATLY ASFECTED IN A NESATIVE @AY. WHAT DUSINESS WILL HAVE ITS
CUSTOMERS COME TG 3TS OFFICE WHEN MURDERERS ARE SEINS RELEASED

INTO ITS NEISHBCRHOCD? WHAT EMPLOYEE WOULD WANT T3 ®CRK % mans
ANTMCRE, XNOWING THEY MIGHT HAVE TO DRIVE SY SBANG MEMBERS 01343
VISITING THEIR FRIENDS? WHAT DRIVE-BY SHOOTINSS WIlu. TAKE SLACE

BT == e e -
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(cont'd)
INTQ BY THESE VISITOQRS? WHITH CARS WIii BE STI2LEN? QLRS! AND BY
THE VERY RPECPLE WE WORKED 5D HaRD TC FMOVE AWAY FRCH.

BAKE PARKWAY 1S ALREADY CGVERLOADED WITH CARS. I THOUBHT WE WERE

TOLD ALTON WAS SUPPOSE T OPEN BREEQRE BAKE PRPARKRAY TO TakE AlHaY

SOME QF THE TRAFFIC AND NUISE. TRARUCO/IRVINE BLVD 1S ALREADY

2 CROWSDED AND NOISY a5 WELL a8 THE INTERSECTIONS., OUR HOMES WiLe

N3W BE WORTH 30 SKQULD MUSICKX BE EXPANDED. HAOW CaM THE EIR REPORT

SAY PROPERTY VALUES wON'T BE AFFECTEDT YOU KNGOW SETTER. 1IT'S
COMMON SENSE.

THE ENVIRONMENT HERE Wii.L DEFINITELY CHANGE. THE ATTITUDES OF THE
PEQPLE WHC LIVE AND WORK WERE WILL CHANGE. I TAN TELL Y2U THIS..I
HAVE NEVER BELIEVED IN JWNING A& GUN. AFTER LIVING IN 3aNTa anNag
3 AND LIVING THROUGH MANY & BANG-UP NEW YEAR’S EVE, I DIDN®T
BELIEVE IN THEM™. BUT, I CAN FORESEE IF MUEICK IS EXPANDED IN THE
daY YOQU'RE PROPUSING, LaE FOREST WILlL BE ARMED. aND IT®LL BE
ARMED BY MRORE THAN THOSE YISITING THE INMATES. THAT IS
ENVIRONMENTAL 1IMPACT.

LAKE FOREET aND IRVINE ARE NOT THE PLACE FCR & PRISON. & PRISON
BELONGS OUTSIDE OF NEISHBORHUOODS AND PLACES OF BUSINESS. IT
‘l BELONGES OUTSIDE OF SCCIETY. NOT ALL PEQDPLE #WHC VISIT INMATES WILL
BE GANG MEMBERS. BUY WE KMNOW & GGOD PERCENTAGE WILL BE., YOL XNOW
WHAT Will HAPPEN, CRIME WILL BE OM THE UPSWING AND INNOCTENT
PEOPLE WILL RE ®URT BECAUSE CF IT.

PLTYING & PRISON HERE NEBATIVELY IMPACTYE CUR MENTAL HEALTH, AND
5 CUR PROUPERTY VALUES. IT INCRZASZS TRAFFIC, AND INCREASES THE
PROBABLE QOCCURRERCE OF CRIME. WE WON®Y ZVEN COMMENT ON THE IMFACT
SHOULD 7TH=RE BE A BREAKOUT!

YOU KNOW THAT TO EXPaAND =USICK INTO MEGA PRIECM IS A FLAWED
iDEA. THE RESIDENTS OF LAKXKE FOREST AND IRVINE AND THE EBUSINESS
i; COMMUNITY IN THE IRVINE SPECTRUM KNOW IT TQ BE A FLAWED IDEA. THE
EIR REPORT IS INCORRECT IN ASSUNMING THAT THE MUSICK EXPANSION
WOULD NOT AFFECT THE COMMUNITY IN A NEGATIVE WAY. THIS IS NOT
THE PLACE FOR A PRISTN, AND MY FaMILY AND I REQUEST THAT YGCU
L_SCRAP THE NOTION TO EXPAND MUSICK.

CUR ATTENTION TO THIS HATTER.

W4

,——’ V

MRS. CYNT GULICK -
%L&(/U@LW

LEANNE SULICK c0i344
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MARIAN BERGESON

SUPEAVISOR, 5TH DisTRICT
Rosant B, THOMAS MALL OF ABMDUGTRATION
10 Cvic CliTan MAZA
SANTA A, CALPORNA 82701-4081

714/894-3850 (PHONT) « 7148342870 (FAY)

(g3
1)\ K
c: . 2 ;;'_

'/J}"; |'t""

October 7, 1996

Mer. Paul Lanning

Project Manager

Environmental and Project Planning Division
Post Office Box 4048

Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

Dear M. Lanning: .

mfonowktgrepmcumymumdquudmmﬂum:ﬁnnmhumpm
(BIR #364) entitled, “James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Opezation, Relocation of Interim Care
Pacility, Southsast Sheriff’s Station” and circulated beginning on August 22, 1996.

Before presenting these comments,  wanted to offer my thanks to EMA/Planning staff and to
Culbertson, Adams, and Associates for ensuring that the Draft EIR was written and formatted in
a “user-friendly” manner (in comparison with other EIRs that I've read).

My comments and questions are as follows:

¢ ALLEGED PRECLUSION OF THE MUSICK SITB FROM BALE. While I may have an
tncorrect understanding of this issue, ] have bean led to balisve that the documents assoclated
with the issuance of the Recovery Cartificates of Participation (COPs) allow the Board of

to, at any time, substitute County-owned properties for any of the secured
involved in the COPs. Flease clarify thex, the statement en page S (first paragraph) that claims,

L__“the Musick site carnot be sold to acquire ancther (jafl) site.”

e REMANDEES AND INCARCERATED UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS. The Statement of Need
detailed on pages 21 through 28 discusses two itams that deserve clarification - “remands” of
inmates booked by cities and incarcerated undocumentsd aliens. If remands are 16% of total
bookings (page 23), what 1 the total cost of holding thess remandees untll trial versus the emount
of revenue collected through booking fees? In other words, would it be more cost-effective for
the County to suspend all boaking fees, thus allowing the Sheriff to cite and release these
misdemeanants that would otherwise be incarcerated remandees? Secondarily, does federal
immigration law authcrize any form of incarceration alternatives (community work programs or
electronic confinement) for parsans awaiting deportation?

» IS MUSICK “APPROPRIATELY SITUATED?” The Draft EIR (on page 27) explains that “the
Musick Jail expansion is situated appropriately for serving the population of inmates from which
the public desires protection.” Table Six an pages 26 and 27 explain that South Orange County
provides about 24% of the county’s total bockings. But tha EIR proposes that Musick hold 7,884
of the county’s 10,911 jail beds by 2006, If my math is correct, that means that a region with 24%
of the total bookings would be responsible for housing 70% of the county’s kunates. Flease halp
me understand how this means that the Musick Jail expansion is “situated appropriately.”

CLidat
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Comments on Draft EIR #564 (Musick Jetl)
Supervisor Marlan Bergeson - October 7, 1996
Page 2

¢ “INFREQUENT" WALKAWAYS FROM THE ICF. Please quantify the number of mentally
disturbed adolescents who *walked away” from the Interim Care Padhty n Ormge (described as

| “infrequent” on page 37).

¢ SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL FUNDING. The Draft EIR states that nddmmalﬁmdk\g(for
ﬂieMm&]me@mmdopmdm)wumwmmmmmmlmandthal%
‘COPS’ program” (page 50). Later on the same page the Draft EIR explains that “insofar s
oparational funding is concerned, the COPS program is expected to supplement the County’s

costs.” It remains my understanding that the COPS program — as adopted by the
Legisiature and signed by the Governor ~ is an infusion of one-time anly funds for ene yser only.
Under what official assurance does the Draft EIR assumae that the COPS program will continue
| __beyond the 96-57 allocation?

[« COST OF CORRECTIONAL MEDICAL SERVICES (CMB). In Exhibits 8a md8b the Draft

EIR proposas to increase tha staffing for CMS (adeministered through the Health Care Agency) by

up to 295 personnel (assuming that I've read the exhibits correctly) for Complexes I, IT, and ITL

What is the proposed cost of these new personnel and what revenue stream does the Draft EIR
propose fo use io fund such new personnel?

s THE PROPOSED EXPANSION AND PROPERTY VALUES. As noted on page 185 of the

Draft HIR and on page 4 of Technical Appendix L (the “Tarantello” report), “ tgn 'study concludes,
on the basis of the data collected, that the announcemant of the expansion and increased
chmﬁﬂhmol&mMudckhﬂhasnatngmﬁcmﬂysﬂmdpwpeftyvdua In the surrounding
area.” This study, as it admits, looked aﬂya&&\ammmof&mpr@p@sdlmlupm
and that anouncement’s affect on property values.

In my lay person’s analysis, the study of the effects of an armouncemaent would seem to be of less
value than a more thorough study of the actual effects on property values of jails in close
proximity to residential areas, Surely there are other areas within Callfornia that have faced jadl
expansion — if so, please include these types of zeviews in the Final EIR. Further, I am uncleer as
to how the Musick anncuncement would have been tranamitted to a hamebuyer — is the
assumption that prospective buyers would have read about the announcement in & local papes?
What percent of the population reads a daily newspaper? Are Realtors required to notify
| potential buyers as to the proposed expansion in any sort of verbel or written disclosure?

Ozxpaguuéaofﬂurmunonporbmpmu&ommmmdmﬁdpmpatybmhum
summarized. Three of the seven eithes were unaware of the propossd expansion themselves or
had tenants who were unaware of the proposed expansion. Does this lack of awareness of the
armouncement skew the repost? Another “believed that prospective buyers were hesitant” to

make offers. Still another had a tenant that “rejected” office space when they heard about the

proposed expansion. Swprisingly, the Tarantello report does not deteil any similar contacts ez
| conversation with residentlal bzokers. Why not?

Finally, I am fwoubled that the same firm (Tarantello and Associates) that prepasid the property
value repost for the proposed Musick expansion also prepared the repost for the Theo Lacy
expansion, Any inherent problems in the methodology of the first report (such ds the curzent
report’s reliance on pre- and post-announcement data and the apparent lack of residential-broker
eontset) would continue in the second. Is there a concurrence from experts in property valuation
that this type of study is applicable to the property values of residences near a county jail or state
prison facility? It sppears that more weork needs to be done prior in the Finel EIR on the jail’s

| effect on property values.

CGi34’
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Comments on Draft EIR #564 (Musick Jail)

Supervisor Marian Bergeson — October 7, 1996

Page 3
¢ PROJECT ALTERNATIVES — PRIVATIZATION (7.5). The Draft EIR dismisses privatization
by citing a riot in New Jersey, a fire in San Diego, and an escape of two sex offenders i Texas
(page 200). Given the same time frame (1995 and 1996), please aleo cite: (1) the number of riots,
fires, or escapes in public sector jails or prisons; and (2) the ratio of escapes to total inmates for
both public sector jails and prisons and for private sector jails and prisons. Further, the Draft EIR
cites Government Code section 26605 as the reason why “(privatization) is currently not
permitted by law.” The text of Government Code section 26603 reads: '

“26605. Notwithstanding any other provision of latw, exept in counties in which the Sheriff, as of July 1,

1993,:-mmmqmwmmmmgawwmmmmwgﬂ,

the sheriff shall take charge of and be the sole and exclusioe suthority to keep the county jail and the prisoners

in i3, except for work furiough facilitiss where by county ordinance the work furlough administrator is

eomeone other than the sheriff,” .

While I am not an attomney, I do not interpret §26605 to prohibit the county shexiff from

contracting out the actual operations of a jail (while still “keeping” and mainteining “sole and

exclusive authority” of the jail) given his or her willingness to do so. A full legal analysis of the

true and the alleged barriers to privatization (updated from the last analysis completed by

County Counse] in the early 1990s) would improve the integrity of this section of the Draft EIR. 1

gwmt&}eh done, especially as it relates to the above-cited code section, prior to approval
the .

¢ PROJECT ALTERNATIVES - REDUCTION IN 8IZE OF EXPANSION (7.6). If the fill
associated with the extension of Alton Parkway ls the only signifieant limitation that makes this
alternative unfeasible, the Draft EIR appears to assuma that the Board will be unwilling to
gwpﬁnhmbmpk&huﬁuim Please substantiate this assumption in the Final
L=

e PROJECT ALTERNATIVES = GRAND JURY ALTERNATIVE (7.7). The statement on page
203 (pazagraph 3) assexts that the “effects of this altemative would be slighily less than those
expressed for Alternative 7.1, and would come close to accommeodating the actual jail demand fer
South County.” Please describe further which effects relating to Alternative 7.7 would be less
than those associated with the No Project alternative (Alternative 7.1). Relating to ths tunnel
mentioned in paragraph S (page 203), the Final EIR should indicate whether any other County

entlty (GSA/Engineering or the CEO) concurs with Mr. King’s implication that the underground

| utjlities pose an insurmountable (my term, not his) barrier to the funnel’s use.

o PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ~ INMATE RELEASE IN SANTA ANA (7.11). The limited crime
data cited in the Draft EIR (using studies from the Theo Lacy EIR and the Intake and Releage
Canter in Santa Ana) does not appear to justify the statement that “there would appear to be no
concrete benefit to this sltemative...” In this lay person’s opinion, a more rigorous reviaw of
zelaase-related crime throughout the state and nation would be more appropriate prior to any

| final rejection of this alternative

¢ PROJECT ALTERNATIVES - OTHER SITES WITHIN THE COUNTY (7.12). [ have a few
questions ralating to this section of the Final EIR: .

¢ Use of Collateral. Judging only from infozmation that the Board of Supervisors has been
given relating to the COPs financing, the continued assertion that the County requires the
retention of the Musick site for the purposes of collateral associated with the Recovery COPs
may be misieading (such a ststemant is asserted in paragraph 2 of page 209), It remains my
understanding that any County facility can be substituted for any fadlity on the collateral
listing ~ even jail facilities. The Board was assured of this flability at the Board maeting at

v which we approved the issuanca of the Recovery COPs. Burther, it is also niy understanding

()

0C:348
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Comments on Dreft EIR 4564 (Muick eil)
wmw = October 7, 1996

(COI‘I* mth‘mhlvume'dhdudck(ﬁm“'um " par year on paga 210, paragraph

15

16

17

3) is scznewhat asbitrary (why not $1.1 million o $900,0007) and set enly for the purposes of

the Recovery COPs. Again, please clarlfy in the Final EIR the Boazd's ability (or Iack thereaf)
| _tomove facilitles on or off the Recovery COP collateral Bsting.

¢ Expansion in Santa Ana. Citing a lack of “time and necessary funding for this alternative”
as a reason for its unfeastbility appears unsubstantiated. Indeed, the funding for Musick’s
expansion is highly speculative prior to the November 1996 election. Pleass fusther desczibe
how “time” should be the reason that an urban/industrial site with three exdsting jatls
housing maximum-security inmates is discarded for a suburban site with cnlly an “honor
farm.”

| A :
Icmunmtoo,ubwh:&momatmmzwsmﬁmaboutmuhmm
limitations (pages 210-211) considers the ability of decision-makars to incresse the height of
the jeil facility. Do the inmate-to~-acre limitations identified on pages 210 and 211 reflect low,
octagonal structures simdlar to those outlined in the proposed project (Section 4.1.6 of the
Draft EIR) or the four 12-story buildings discussed on page 2067 It seems to-this reader that
the Draft EIR does not address the feasibility of constructing high-rise jail facilities at the
| Main Jail Complex in Santa Ana. Plunnddmﬁ\hﬂhma&ve’sﬁauibﬂltym&emm

[ o ITEM NOT APPARENTLY ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT EIR. Mmmw
question prior to release of the Final EIR:

Was a Pramise Made? Wuﬁmaprouu&mume,ummmdgoodm
made to residents or city officials in Lake Forest or Lrvinw by any mambar of ths Board of
Supervisors, the Sheriff-Coroner, or any County staff member at any time dusing the
preparation of the Musick facility’s peior EIR(s) that indicated that the County would neves
houss maximum- or maedium-gecurity inmates at the Musiek facility? I so, what overriding
cancem today suggests that the County should now renege on that promise, assurance, e
other statement of good faith?

Please nota that I have elected not to comment on traffic and afr quality impacts of the proposed
project. Iurgeyuubuﬂvdycmﬂda&mmmmbdhdﬁuufhh%mtmdlwkmh

memupmmmdﬂdrmpxﬁnplmhgmﬂnmdmm

Thanks egsin to Culbertson and Adams and to Planning for the effort that went inte this
document’s presentation. Please direct any questions about ths above material fo me at 714/834-

| -

£:349



FROM 1SOUTH ORANGE

I
i

REALTOR &

SOUTH ORANGE UNTY
ASSOCIATION OF RngLTCh)‘RS
MM—-MB&

4 October 1996

714 586 8382

TO: Mr. Panl Lanning
County of Orange

Environmental and Project Planning Division

12 Civic Center Plaza

Santa Ana, CA

RE: Environmental Impact Report
Expansion of Musick Correctional Facility

Dear Mr. Lanning,

]

92701  ;

i986,10-67

13:83

This letter specifically requests that Section 5.12, “Sociveconomic Effects,”
of Subject Matter, and the supporting study by Tarantello & Associstes on
property values be invalidated, The “post-announcement period” prices cited
in the study are closed escrows, mostly negotisted prior to the announcement
date, thus having no relevance. No residential REALTORS were interviewed in
the study. Comments from several of this Association’s members indicate both
potential buyers have changed their minds about purchasing homes, and that some
REALTORS avoid showing properties, in the Lake Forest area, Recognition that
the airport issue also has an effect on the area does not deny that the Subject
proposal has no impact.

#2538 P.@2/93

Attached is a copy of the August 20, 1996, letter sent to all of the Supervisors
stating our official position on the proposed expansion of the Musick Correctional
Facility. Thank you for considering our reasons to reject this portion of the
Environmental Irmpact Report.

CLro50
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. SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY
ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS
PR R s R s R0 N\

REALTOR ®
August 20, 1996
The Honorable Marian Bergeson
ot Superviser, Bth Distriet
. Orange County Board of Supervisers
WCIIRESIDENT 10 civic Center Plaza
CARLENE HERMAN Santa Ana, Ca. 92701
SECARTARY/TREASUAER
i Dear County Supervisor Bergeson:
DIRECTORS :
The Board of Directors of the South Orange County
ORE CHamth Association of REALTORS seriously considered the proposed
DI expansion of the James A. Musick Correctional Facility, and
made the- following Reselution: R
Y TR : )
Oy The South Orange County Association of REALTORS
oL £AST (Association) is opposed to the existence of Major
208 TA TCLEETTE Correctional Facilities in close proximity te
Y Sl homes; and, the Association specifically opposes
et 2 the propesed expansion of the James A. Musick
ek HAL LA Correctional Facility; and the Association
S recommends that tha County of Orange Board of
Supervisors investigate <the relocation of the
T Paae James A. Musick Correctional Facility.
UZ MORLEY-SMITH .
The more than three thousand members of the Association are
dedicated to the preservation of property values and the
maintenance of the quality of the community.
our position on this matter will be communicated to the
| County of Orange Board of Supervisors, the nine City
Counecils within our jurisdiction and all REALTOR
Associations in Orange County.

Respectfully,

. Nancy Hunt
" President

;
E
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stober 4, 1896

r. Paul Lannings

- sunty of Orange 0CT 07 1996

RECEIVED

wironmental Project planning _ .
10 North Flower, Room 321 Eavitonmental & Project Planeg
-ata Ana, CA. 92702

.+ Draft Environmental Impact Report, No. 564, James A. Musick Jail
. Expansion and Operation, dated August 22, 1986.

arMr. Lannings:

- This letter is to outline some of my comments and questions concerning the
1ft EIR, No. 564, James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation, dated August 22,

:96.

Where possible, my comments or questions refer to pages within the EIR for ease
reference.

(1)

(2)

“dEIR, No. 564, Section 1.1, Page 3. The report states that
‘the Board of Supervisors rejected the expansion of the

sMusick facility as a short term solution for jail over-crowding
con January 28, 1992. This decision would appear to also

rinclude the rejection of the facility as a long term solution as

‘the Board ultimately rejected the recommendation that the
state legislative body offer relief from California
‘Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™) for future jail expansion.
If the Board’s thought was consideration as a long-term
~facility, why was it not pursued at that time?

+dEIR, No. 564, Section 1.1, Page 5. The purpose of the
sexpansion of the Musick Jail is stated clearly on page 5,
paragraph 1, “The Board initiated work on the EIR for

aexpansion of the Musick Jail site, the only site owned by the
“County with sufficient area for significant expansion” and

"The County had to focus on the 100-acre Musick site at
.that point, due to the inability to acquire a site quickly”. Are
the site availability and the desire to "act quickly", sufficient
reasons for the site selection? Would not a more complete
-review of the alternatives available be preferable to acting
.quickly as stated in the dEIR?

0c1353
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 2
(3)

(4)

(5)

dEIR, No. 564, Page 29 and 32. Page 32, Exhibit 3, is an
aerial photo of the immediate vicinity of the proposed
expansion site. The aerial photo is_not dated, either within
the descriptive text on page 29 or on the photo itself. It
appears that this is a “historical” photo, used to minimize the
amount of current development surrounding the site. Either
a recent photo {30 days prior to report date) or a written
indication that the photo is not indicative of current and
proposed development in the immediate area. The report and
photo should have the date of the photos clearly identified.

dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.5.1 Page 91. This section
addresses the noise levels at the proposed site. The dEIR
assumes the MCAS El Toro will be closed. The CNEL noise
contour map from 1881 (15 years old] was used in the
analysis. More current noise studies are available and need
to be considered. Why is there no noise impact analysis
assuming a regional airport at El Toro? An excellent
illustration of noise impact and flight patterns was published
in the Los Angeles Time, September 29, 1996, comparing
the current and expected noise levels within the area. It
appears dated noise information was used in the analysis.

dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.5.1 Page 98. On page 98, the
discussion of noise impacts skirts the issue that public policy
“prohibits new residential development where aircraft noise
exceeds 65 dB CNEL.” Since, as illustrated on the noise
level exhibit, the project lies within the 70 dB CNEL, the dEIR
changes the definition of jail inmates form a "residential”
development to a work related use such as a hospital, hotel,
etc. Shouldn’t the inmates incarcerated in jail be considered
to reside in that location (they are there 24 hours a day),
rather than work at that location? Should not the jail facility
logically be categorized as a residential use?

The dEIR indicates that no "outside” activity occurs on the
site, therefore the site does not fall under the noise
restrictions. This is contradictory with the proposed plan
which includes an agricultural area within the jail area. The
existing noise levels and possible future noise levels need to
be addressed using current data, and as a residential use.
Changing the definition of a jail from "residential® to "work
environment” to skirt the noise impacts and restrictions
needs to be reevaluated in the report.

[N RN ———
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 3
(6)

(7)

(8)

dEIR, No. 564, Section 5.12, Page 184. The report includes
the statement, "by the California Code of Regulations
15131, ‘The immediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the
changes of cause and effect." The dEIR does not meet this
state mandated guideline as the report fails to provide
sufficient detail to trace cause and effect of the jail
expansion.

On page 195 the dEIR contains the statement, "The ultimate
purpose of any statistical analysis utilized on the basis of
collected data is to draw useful conclusions.” | agree,
unfortunately, inappropriate use of research methodology
and poor data quality lead to unreliable conclusions. |
believe that the conclusion that there would be no
socioeconomic impacts from the jail expansion, indicated in
Section 5:12.2 are incorrect and need to be reevaluated,
based on the reasons outlined in the next paragraphs.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. In an dEIR with wide-
spread impacts all consultant reports should be signed. The
principle of Tarantello & Associates, Dr. R. Tarantello, needs
to sign the report, accepting legal liability for all opinions,
conclusions, errors and omissions contained within his
report. As indicated in the dEIR, a "reviewed by" notation
by the staff member is not acceptable for a report with
extensive legal and economic implications. The consulting
firm preparing the dEIR was negligent in relying upon
conclusions presented in an unsigned report.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L, Page 4. The purpose
of the report appears to be inconsistent with the purpose of
the dEIR. The stated purpose of the economic report was to
measure changes from the announcement of changes in
minimum tQ maximum security, and not the impacts that
expansion of the jail facility and inmate population as is the
purpose of the dEIR. Why wasn’t the purpose of the
economic report to measure the property values from the
expansion of the jail, rather than the announcement of the
expansion? The purpose of the economic report and purpose
of the dEIR appear inconsistent.
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dEIR, No. 564, Comments

Page 4
(9)

(10)

(10)

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L, Page 4. The conclusion
states, “"the announcement regarding the James A. Musick
Jail has not significantly impacted property values.” The
conclusion relates to the announcement, not jail expansion.
Since the statistical basis used in reaching this conclusion
related to changes of home prices, Why weren’t the users
(homebuyers or potential homebuyers) surveyed as to the
impact of the announcement of the expansion?

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. There appears to be
numerous errors in the application of research methodology
and base data contained in the economic report. The time
frames used in the analysis included pre-announcement
5/1/95 to 4/23/96, and post-announcement 4/24/96 to
6/24/96. The invalid assumption used in selection of the
data set was that home sale closings after the date of the
announcement, April 23, 1896, was that buyers knew of the
announcement and their purchase decision was affected by
the announcement. Anyone familiar with residential
purchases knows that a home closing on April 25, 1996,
was not purchased based on information made available in
two local newspapers on April 24, 1996. The homes closing
during the "post announcement” period, where most likely
already in escrow, based on information and decisions made
60-90 days prior to the announcement. Were any of the
home purchasers interviewed to test the soundness of the
selection of the data set? Did any homebuyers know of the
announcement? Did any homebuyers make a purchase
decision based on the announcement? It appears that the
initial data set selection was fatally flawed. Unreliable data
sets lead to unreliable conclusions.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. Page 7. The residential
data set is defined as "single family detached” residences.
Yet in the raw data included in the appendix of the economic
report, data points from high density "PUD" (Planned Unit
Developments) are utilized in the data set. These high
density developments are not comparable with single family
detached homes and skew the analysis. |In addition a
"means value analysis”, which is the average of the data
points, is used in the analysis. For this type of statistical
methodology to be useful the data points need to be
somewhat homogeneous. Single family homes are not
similar, each with numerous unique characteristics.

e o e e

051356



gEIR, No. 564, Comments
Page 5

A key error in this methodology, which was not considered,
is that housing prices vary with the square footage of the
home. For example, smaller homes have a higher per square
foot price than larger homes. This is caused by declining
marginal costs associated with larger homes. Each
additional square foot costs less. Therefore, when trying to
apply a "means value analysis” to homes with variable
values based on size, the data set can be skewed by the
number and size of the homes included. In other words, if
one set has more small homes the mean price per square
foot will be higher than a data set with the same number of
larger homes. This is a major problem with the analysis
conducted by Tarantello. They could have compared data
sets of similar sized homes over time, but to compare
dissimilar size homes over time to determine price changes
does not work.

DPP ISR PR W Dr g
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A good example is found in the raw data where a sale used
"post-announcement” was at 21917 Erie Lane, a 1,568
; . square foot home purchased for $384,000 or $244.74 per
square foot. This home is on the Lake with a high price
premium. But it is included in the data set post-
announcement which skews the average upward. Had this
one sale been eliminated as not relevant, the average would
be lower and the conclusion of the entire report may be
different. [ only give this one example, there are numerous
errors in the data set which invalidated the methodology and
conclusions.

{11) dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. Page 14. The errorsin
the data set selection are evident in the analysis summary.
On a table 1, page 16, the variances in the primary area is
$232.63, while the secondary area variance is $563.95.
Was this wide variance considered? Wouldn’t such as wide
variance in data indicated that the data set was inappropriate
or contained errors? In test two, the variances are even
larger. Itis important to note that the standard deviation for
each data set are not included on the summary tables,
although they are included in the appendix data. The
standard deviation for each of the mean values provided are
so large that they render the mean values useless. Why
doesn’t the report indicate the standard deviation from the
mean for each data set on the summary table and discuss
the reliability of analysis with such high standard deviations?

01357
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Page 6

(12)

(13)

(14)

It is easy to see how the sample composition and large
standard deviation {indication of the unreliability of the
analysis) lead to unreliable and unsupported conclusions.

dEIR, No. 564, Appendix, Section L. The same types of
methodology errors occur in the industrial analysis. The
rental rates of industrial buildings vary by size, so a data set
with smaller buildings compared to a set data with larger
buildings will have skewed results.

dEIR, No. 584, Appendix, Section L, Page 28. Broker
comments contained in this section provide some insight as
to the impacts of the jail expansion. Most brokers comments
indicate that the potential users of the buildings were not
aware of the jail expansion. Therefore, if they didn‘t know
about the announcement or expansion how can useful
conclusions be drawn from the rental rate data? The key to
determining the impacts are contained in the comments of
the last broker interviewed. The potential tenant did not
relocate near the jail site due to concerns about the jail
expansion.

The key in determining cause and effect is to ask the
potential and existing industrial users and the potential and
recent homebuyers.

| believe that a careful examination of the data contained in
the analysis, the methodology and how it was applied, the
analysis and conclusions, will show the economic report to
be misleading and unreliable in determining the cause and
effect of the jail expansion. An economic report using
methodology which is appropriate for this type of analysis
should be conducted by a firm with research experience, to
determine the impact of the jail expansion on the homes and
business located nearby.

Thank you for the opportunity to address submit of my comments and questions
concerning the dEIR.

Kenton

r

Lake Forest, CA.

052358



Dr. Acton's
Home / Office

FAX: 458-0357 (714)
PHONE: 458-0458 (714)

10°d 22:8  96°20 330

oriented neighborhood. The people that repeatedly visit

T R AN S M I T T AL

To: Mr. Paul Lanning
County Planner / Project Manager

Date:  10-6-96 RECEIvEp
Pages: 1/1 0cT 07 19%
Environmental ¢ Project Planning

Regarding: Musick Jail

| have lived in Lake Forest for 8 years. My wife and I are|
VERY opposed to the idea of expanding the minimum security| -
Musick jail into a maximum security facility.

We have had the unfortunate opportunity to experience
the environment that a maximum security jail creates. We are
not concerned about escapees and feel that Is not an Issue.
However, the sleazy, low priced motels and bail bond offices
that develop around jails will not perpetuate a quite, family

prisoners can also help to create a lower class community
environment.

Prisons are Important but they need to be constructed
outside of the community. | am in favor of any bond or tax
issue that encourages this, since releasing criminals due to
overcrowding Is a crime itself. _—

PLEASE DO NOT MAKE MUSICK A MAXIMUM
SECURITY JAIL.

Q & AW_\ .
Charles Acton, D.V.M.

21561 Camino Papal
Lake Forest, CA 92630

652359
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{714) 83755700 BUBINESS
(714) 886-5454 RESIDENCE

‘EEE;? SUSAN H. MILLER
PREBIDENTS CLLB

COLDWELL BANKER
gfo REZOENTIAL REAL BSTATE
\\l ON LAXE MIBION VIES
27762 VIETA DEL LAGD 91
g% HIBRION VIED, CA 92892

' Q.l a\\i\ﬂ
October 6, 1996 ) “‘d\&\v\

o

Paul Lanning Sent Via FACSIMILE: 834-6132
Environmental and Project Planning Division

County of Orange
300 N. Flower Street
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Lananing:

I am writing to you in response to Environmental Impact Report No. 564 -
the James A. Musick Jail Expansion and Operation; Relocation of Interim
Care Facility; and Southeast Sheriff's Statiom.

I am writing to you not only as a realtor with Coldwell Banker but also as
president of the Serrano Park Commumity Associdtion, the nearest residential
conmunity te the Musick site,

In the report under Item 1.9 and Item 11 various agencies and persons whe
were contacted were listed; however, no represeatative from the real estate
community and no one from our association was ever contacted regardimg this
this EIR.

Marcel Pernandez, Regency Real Estate, and I both live and work the area
known as Serrano Park. The socioeconomic effects of such a jail expansion
on_home values were not even considered.

I can tell you that I had written an offer for a buyer on a property on
Paseoc Piné, which is probably the closest cul-de-gac to the jail. Once
she found out about the jail expangion possibility and the related facilities
she decided to withdraw her offer, and has since purchased a home in nearby
Mission Viejo.

I am not an expert in reviewing EIRs but I can tell you that some long term
consideration should have been given on how this expansion will effect the
surrounding residences and their resale value.

As association president of the board we did have one of our residents who
is an environmental engineer review the EIR. His three pages of comments
are also being sent and should be considered part of this letter. We ask
for further study of this expaension and its horrendous impacts om the
surrounding neighborhoods. Barring this, we would ask that the project be

denied.
61360
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EIR Comments - Susan Miller
Page Two -

1f you should have any questions regarding any of the enclosed comments,
please do not hesicate to contsact me.

Thank you for your review of our couments. We hope that reason prevails
and thas county will look to alternate sites for this preject.

Sincaraly,

Shusa M RUNING
Susan H. Mille

Senior Sales Associate
Coldwall Banker

AND

Pregident, Board of Directers
Serrano Park Community Assocation

Susan Miller

Coldwell Banker

27742 Vista Del Lago #1
Mission Viejo, CA 92692

AND

Susan Miller, President

Serrano Park Commmity Association
e/o Gardinal Property Management
Telephone: 779-1300

Account Representative: Annette U'Ren

My Telephone Numbers:
837-5700 x362 Office
586-5454 Residence Office

Enclosures: Three Pages of Specific Commemts

6ci361
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Three Pages of Specific Comments Regarding EIR No. 564

BIR Couments - Susman Miller
Page Three

e ——

Pg 65, Para 3 (this neens third paragraph), Short Term
Construction Impact. The EIR states that the particulate
enissions are grater than the 3CAQ¥MD CEQA Hendbook threshold of
150 pounds. The mnitigation meesures show no evidence
{celculations) thet they will reduce the emissions to below
sigmnificance. Therefore the EIR 18 in error in Section 5.2.4 in
concluding that all impacts would be zeduced to a level of
insigificant. Full aitigatien by either ERCs or RECLAIK credit
should be required. The project will be significant and should
be denied.

b

Pg 68, Para 1, Long Tere Regional iir Quality. The EIR states
that the project emissions exceed the SCAQMD threshold of
significance for N0O,. The mitigation measures show no
gqualitative or quantitetive evidence that they will reduce the
enissions to below significance. Therefore the EIR is in error
in Sectiom 5.2.4 in cencluding that all impacts would be reduced
to a level of imsigniticant, Full aitigstion by either ERCS or
RECLAIE credit shouwld be zequized. As noted in Table 11, the
project will generace moze than 600 lbs/day of pollutants. 4iny
increase in enissions in a county that is nonattainment for all
major pollutent ig significant. To simply say this is a small
percentage of the total coumty emissions is meaningless and does
not delude the impacts. The project will be significant amd
should be denied,

Section 5.4 considers cross sectiomal viev mostly from nearby
Bake and Pacific Ocean Drive. The EIR does not address potential
views from prime industrial property to the ¥ and NE, or the
residential properties to the NE, and E further away end up on
the hills. These ares (minimum ] mile radius) xust be analyzed.
The 12 £t block wall only decracts from the nearby view and does

vV
002362
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Miller - Page Four

3
(cont'd)
not mitigate the inside fences or the buildings. Section 5.4.4.
is in errzor in concluding that no significant effect remain. The

project will be significent and should be denied.

[ Section §.5 tWsise). The future ADT with project (Table 15) does
not make sense. There is no vay one can add 4,253 trips (Table
22) and justify the increases (decreases) showm in Table 15. If
fucure area ADT decrease, the EIR must clearly show that and not
4 mask the project impacts with other cumulative effect, The
change in noise must be shown. It is impossible to add any trips
without increasing the noise levels. Section 5.5.4. is in error
in concluding that are no significant ispacts. The project will
be significant and should be denied.

Jection §.7. Light, Glare etc. The EIR does not specify the type
and nore importantly the amount of lighting that will be added.
4s noted on py 67, par 1, the project will add 58,584 KWH per day

and some of this increase will be lighting. Because this area is
S less populated than meny urben ares, it is much more susceptible
to increased glare. You camnot logically increase the sige of
the jail without increasing the lighting. Section 5.7.4. is in
errozr in concluding that are no significant impacts. The project
| L_:ill be significant and should be denied.

Section S5.9. Yublic Safety. Pars 2, pg 126 of the EIR scates
that even if "an increasse in crime rate in am area would occur,
that vandalism aight occur, or that zecidivism of inmates might
produce more czime, in the overall decision-making process, these
are not significant effects under CEIQA unless it could also be

6 shown that these effects produce physical changes. I would not
live there, neither would ay neighbors, neither would ry
neighbor's neighbor. in exocdus by nearby residence would reduce
the property values and the area would degenerace, and that would
directly cause a physical change to the emviromment. The EIR is
in error in concluding that are no significent impects. The
project will be significant and should be denied.

02363
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Section 5.10 {Tramsportation). The future ADT with project
{(Exhibit 34) does not nake sense, There is no way ocne cgan add
4,253 trips (Table 22) end justify the nearly no increases showmn
in Exhibit 33 and 34 (Trebuco N of Bake changes from 42 to 44?),
The future ADT does increase becsuse of the project, and the EIR
7' nust clearly show that and not nask the project impacts with
sthery cumulative effect or hovever it was done. The increase in
traffic from the project must be shown. It is impossible to
increase the size of the jail site without increasing the traffic
levels in the surrounding area. The project impact are not
clearly shosn. Section 5.10.5. is in ezror in concluding that
are no significent impacts. The project will be significant and
| _should be denied.

[ 5.12 Sociceconomic Effects. The chain of events leading to a
physicel change is simple to see. If the jail expansion were
approved, the resale value of the local homes would drastically
reduce. This-would chence the type of zesidents and the type of
activities throughout the area (land use, traffic pettern, '
copputing habits, average age of car). It is clear that the type
of residence directly impact the physical emviromment by their
8 activities. I personally know of more than S0 families in this
neighborhood that would not have moved had they been informed of
the jail expansion (I was not even informed of the existence of
the curzent jail). It is very easy to look on the other side of
tomm, in the next city vhen looking £or a home, Property values
would go down, no one can argue that realistically. If the EIR
analysis did not detect it, the sctudy is in error. 4 lomger
pericd of analysis is need, & door to door survey must be
conducced to conclude anything. The EIR is in ezzor in
concluding that are no significant impacts. The project will be
significant and should be denied.

662364
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1, 1996
October 1,
RECEIVED
Paul Lamning ing Department . OCT 07 1995
e County Planm!
O(TC'xgﬁG nter Plaza Environmental § Profect Planning
;m Apa, CA 92701
Dear Ms. Lamsind Gition to the expansion of the Musick Minimum
] . ; formal oppo
iting toO volice Our. v Jail. .
?; a,nriywlg.cﬁity into a Maximum Securty ity pisonso lose 03
o imum §
i o wstification in building 2 madmu ute as far s L.os
We foe ol acig ?oﬁiﬁ?ag/e live in this ﬂe‘ghbort-mdf ﬁ: ﬁf?&ong sense of
residential neigh! Dicgo because we enjoy the quality oL €, Housing murderers, sex
Asgeles snd Sa;lth gamily oriented atmosphere of the area.
community, and the

obbers within 500 yards of local families is an outrage. You will

offenders, and srmed T e another blighted area if you approve this proposal. .

destroy this neighborhood and creat

i 't think so. We have friends and family that
feel we are overreacting, We don't thi :
Efiﬁi };‘;‘ilice officers, social workers, defense and prosecuting ;ﬁ?i;yt; e;s well as
i judges throughout the County and all wo:uld ﬁght 2 pnson’b'emg e
1 neighborhoods. Who better to know the implications of & jail down the stree y
] home than people who work with convicted felons daily?

Doesn’t it frighten you when you hear about violence at maximum security famlmes’? It
frightens us. Just last week people were injured and killed during a confrontation between

gangs at 2 maximum security jail in Sacramento. If the proponents for such a jail insist that
it is safe...let them build it in their own neighborhood!

For whatever reason, people do not want to live next to ajail...period. According to the
Los Angeles Times, local housing prices have drop 8% in the Jast couple of months due

directly to the maximum security facility proposal. Ask the local Realtors what are buyers
reactions about a possible jail being built in the area!

Finally, by your actions, its clear that you have very little respect for the average voter,
By scheduling the vote on this proposal on the day of the November elections, you really
don’t care what the Jocal community thinks. We fee] we deserve, at the very least, to
know where our local candidates stand on this crucial issue before we vote. The date of
this vote needs to be changed until afier the election..._ CHANGE IT!

Sincerely,

A

Colleen E. Costello
24472 Via Del Rio
Lake Forest, CA 92630

L1365

c.c. 0.C. Grand Jury
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WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE EXPANSION OF THE MUSICK MINIMUM
SECURITY FACILITY INTO A MAXIMUM SECURITY JAIL
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EIVED
October 7, 1996 REC
ot 07 1838
| ject Plannin
Paul Lanning, Project Manager pm—ttly

Environmental and Project Planning .
300 N. Flower Street, Roomn #321

P. O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 82702

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Re: Musiek Jail Expansion DEIR -

We have reviewed the subject DEIR and app‘endlcas and have enclosed our
comments and recommendations on technical issues in two separate sectlons.
it is our understanding that It is the County’s éb/scfive to design jail buildings to
look less Institutional and more like office or modem official industrial buildings.
Most of our recommendations involve design! requirements which would better
ensure visual compatibility with the surrcundlﬁg community and our Spectrum
business complex. |

This response to the DEIR should not be Intefpreted as support for or opposition
to the expansion of the facility. We recegnize that this locatiory has generated
substantial opposition in the surrounding community. We also fully appreciates
the important objective of-addressing the public safety issue of over-crowded
jall facmt:es It is our hope that the EIR procefss will provide a factual foundation
ian informed final decision.

Senior Director
Urban Planning and Design

enclosure
mel

61368
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EIR Page #

:
!
! 10/7/96

SEcTIoN |
IRVINE COMPANY COMMENTS ON
MUSICK JAIL EXPAFSION DEIR

Commentslnécom mendations

p- 73

81

|

St’d

|
Mitigation Measure 29 - Recommend language be expanded to
requirs bus shelters that match the bus shelters In Irvine Spectrum,
which have a white horizontal roof, screened solar collectors, and
no advertising. i
Exhibit 14 Section Reference Map - Recommend a cross-
section be added through the south boundary to confirm that
building setbacks are no less than ten (10) feet, and building
heights are no greater than forty (40) feet at the setback line as
required for the adjacent Irvine Spectrum property. Buildings
greater than forty (40) feet high should be set back at least 20 feet
from the property line. L,a.ndscapmg and wall/fence locations
should also be identifled In the sectlon

Mltigat:on Measure 31 - Recommend added language to
require that the landscape plan includes a) landscaping along
street frontages to be coordmate;ﬂ with the existing landscape
treatments along Alton Parkway and Bake Parkway, using the
same plant types. b) a landscap'lng concept providing a clean,
contemporary visual appearance rather than a dramatic individual
statement. ¢) one tree type shoild dominate, with accents only at
project entries. }
Exhibit 16 Conceptual Wall/Fence Sketch - Recommend a
minimum dimension of thmy-elght (38) feet from street curb to
perimeter wall be added to the djagram for the combined width of
the “walk” plus “landscape buffer” along Alton Parkway.

I

Mitigation Measure 32 - Reco:fnmend language be revised to
read: “All new buildings at the Musick Jail visible to the public off-
site shell be constructed with an. “office-appearing” facade.
Individual buildings should be one single color within an overall
neutral monochromatic color scheme for the site. Roof designs
should be non-distinctive forms in neutral colors. Exterior
mechanical equipment, including HVAC, electrical equipment,
storage tanks, satellite dishes alind telecommunications hardware
should be screened from off-sitej views. Equipment scresning
should be fully integrated into the architectural design of the
building and of the same or similar materials and colors,

651369
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11

12

13

14

EIR Page

#

Ccm ments

p. 84

p. 183

I p. 172

S/v°d

Mitigation Measure 34 -Add Ianguage to require that perimeter
walls should be fully integrated mio the architectural design of the
building and of the same or similar material and colors. They
should be of 'a solid simple de5|gp, without eye-catching pattems
or graphics, and finished In one neutral color.

l
Add a mitigation measure requmng that perimeter signs should
fully be limited to simple identlﬁdatxon, regulatory and directional
signage, design in a comprehenssve sign program.

Mitigation Measure 35 - Fiewsé language to add the words
“and business” to make the requirement more comprehensive.
I

Mitigation Measure 41 -Add lahguage to requirs that to the
extent possible, on-site perimeter llghting and parking lot/parking
structure lighting should be consistent in height, spacing, color and
type of fixture. Fixtures should be of a ¢clean, contemporary design
with zero cut-off shielding. Shoe»box designs are preferred. Tilted
light fixtures should not be visible from surrounding streets.
Dramatic architectural lighting is 5nappropnate Off-site lighting
aleng the Alton Parkway extenslon should match the existing
“cobra” style, cut-off type, high pressure sodium luminaries
mounted on “Slim Beauty” davut-$haped steel poles, thirty (30) feet
in height. ,

Mitigation Measure 51 - Add language requiring that above
ground utilities (such as backflow preventers, transformers, cable
television pedestals and Irrigahcm controllers) outside the
perimeter walls should be located away from the street edge and
screened by shrubs. All utility hnes must be underground.
Mitigation Measure 48 -The existing language seems to imply
that the project would not be required to participate In any existing
fee programs (i.e. Corridor, Santjago Canyon Road, FCCP or El
Toro Road fee programs). Modlfy language to require participation
in these programs.

A mitigation should be added tojrequire the preparation of a

Transportation Management Plan pursuant to the County
Transportation Demand Management Ordinance.

6C;370
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10/7/06
SECTION I
IRVINE COMPANY €OMMENTS
ON TRAFFIC STUDY
IN THE APPENDIX O}F THE DEIR

The long range peak hour traffic forecasts u!tilized a South County Sub-area
model. Page |-4 indicated that some adjustments were made to correlate
with the El Toro Sub-area Model which wasmsed for ADT forecasts. .
Documentation should be provided regarding the nature of these
adjustments to determine their reasonablenlbss

The traffic study does not incorporate any Fleuse Plans for MCAS (El Toro).
It seems that additional traffic runs should be performed to understand the
cumulative Impacts of the Musick Jail expanslon in combination with the
preferred El Toro Reuse plan. In this context, a mitigation measure should
be included to assure this project's fair shaqe participation in mitigating the
cumulative impacts of this use with the adopted El Toro Reuse plan.

|
The interim year analysis which was used as the basis of determining
interim year mitigation measures has assumed the extension of Alton
Parkway east of Irvine Blvd. The DEIR dlscusses in various locations the
possibility that this extension might be delay?ed for various reasons. As
such, an additional interim analysis should be performed to determine
necessary mitigation measurs should the extension be delayed.

|
No funding sources for assumed interim ye:ar improvemnents are shown in
Table 1I-2. If specific committed funding sources for these improvements can
not be identifled, these improvements should not be assumed as
constructed in the interim traffic analysis. i

Four intersections are identified for improve'[nent with Spectrum. Impacts to
any landscaping or entry treatments at these intersections should be
addressed.

| 002371
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Al Gamarra
21502 Sioux Dr.
-Lake Forest, CA 92630

. ‘Santa Ana,, CA 92702

.Dear Mr. Lanning:

. ~] apologize for submitting my comments on the Musick Draft EIR #564 by fax but due to
- the short period of response time given it was the only way I could get them to you by

" today. Ihave attended both the Scoping and public meeting on the draft EIR held at El

"' Toaro High School and appreciate you coming to Lake Forest to present information and

+ receive comments. I know it is a not an easy situstion to be in. I will keep my commeants

", fairly general and will not be able to reference specific sections of the EIR since I could

- only review a loaned copy.

|. o The preparation, review and comment periods were too short. I am not sure how this

EIR lines up against similar ones in terms of schedule but I believe the schedule was
overly aggressive and that a thorough research of the facts did not occur. In
reviewing the history of the Musick facility I find it ironic that it took almost 15 years
to open the facility from the time it was initially proposed as a jail farm but has taken

1% only 3 months to research essentially the building of a new jail which will negatively

__ affect the surrounding community.

{#®  The EIR did not take into account latest traffic statistics (especially for Bake Pkwy) or

the El Toro Reuse EIR. 1t is difficult to mitigate relevant facts that are not included in

L theEm.

e—

... The study period to determine the effect of the jail on property values was too short

1>  and flawed. It could not determine the impact of the proposed jail expansion because

as many people have indicated those properties were already in escrow. The latest

1 LA Times home sales survey indicates that Lake Forest propemies have declined.

| »e  Alternate jail site proposals do not take into account the possibility of using the El

Toro Marine base for & jail. Although Sheriff Gates request for 200 acres was turned
down no one has indicated what property could be available. The Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research has cited that several closed bases are being used for
Federal prisons so why not county jails. This would be a very desirable use for the El

L

Toro base and wonld meet with little resistance.

RECEIVED
“October 7, 1996 0CT 07 1996
1. .Mz, Paul Lanning ; ject Planni
.- ‘Environmental & Project Planning Envitonmental & Proj g
. :300 N. Flower St., Rm. 321

052372



° A detailed explanation of the how the intake and release facility would operate is
peeded. At what times are the inmates released, are they given any money, how do
they secure transportation, etc.,.. These is a extremely important process that needs to
be specifically defined especially since the rate of released young criminals becoming
repeat offenders is so high. I also take exception with Sheriff Gates comments that
the facility is needed due to the 18,000 bookings which have occurred within a 10
mile radius of the facility. 15,000 of those bookings were misdemeanors and cannot
compare with the number of bookings or higher percentage of violeat crime and
felony bookings associated with an urban facility like Theo Lacy. Sheriff Gates

should be ashamed of himself.

o [ would like to see a detailed analysis done on why the Musick facility cannot be sold
and the proceeds used to secure an altemate jail site away from residential
communities. There was some short comment made in the EIR that the facility was
used as collateral in the most recent bond sales. I would, however, like this judgment
to be rendered by someone directly involved in the county’s finance (County

L Controller or Anditor).

1 have only been a resident of Lake Forest for one year. In the short time here our family
hes managed to setup some roots. We are actively involved in our children's schools, the
AYSO soccer program and our church. We enjoy the sease of community and feel we
have a very safe environment for our children to grow up in. I can tell you that the
impact of this jail will be severe. The consultant you contracted to do the study on
property values belittled homeowners by saying that the jail was an emotional issue that
would bave very little economic impact. Well [ am not sure what planet your consultant
lives on but buying a home is an emotional decision. If the jail goes through our decision
will be to leave Lake Forest and more importantly perhaps Orange County. Both my
wife and I are degreed professionals in demand. Getting another job will not be difficult.
The more important question is how many people like us can Orange County afford to
alienate. Once you begin losing skilled workers the economic base starts to die.

Sincerely,

%a%

Lake Forest Homeowner

ce:

Supervisor D. Saltarelli
Supervisor M. Bergeson
Supervisor I. Silva
Supervisar R. Stanton

Supervisar B. Steiner

6C1373



October 7, 1996

Bv Facsimile

Mr. Paul Lanning

Environmental & Project Planning Department

County of Orange .

300 N. Flower St., Room 321 | RECEIvVED
Santa Ana, CA 92702 OCT 0 7 1996

Envirsnm=—~ 2 Project Piganing
RE: WRITTEN COMMENTS TO EIR #564

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Draft EIR #564, as it currently stands, is inadequate for basing a sound decision on. Instead of
presenting as much data as possible from all sides of each issue, it clearly shows a bias that makes
it unuseable. To site just a few examples:

3.0 Statement of Need. Table 3 on P. 22 & 23 - Shows type of offense booked for, not
sentenced for; excludes average number of days released early; leaves out the other -
5,822 inmates released early. On P. 23 talks about 882 criminals released early and
arrested on new charges during time would have been in jail - excludes any comparison to
those released at full term who committed new crimes within a similar time period
following their release (maybe it's significantly lower for those on early release and they
would have done it at the end of a full sentence anyway). Another review of the numbers
presented on P. 26 - 28 shows that if you subtract out Tustin, Orange, Newport Beach
and UCI (as the EIR suggests), then subtract out another 20% (70% are in on felonies and
30% of appearances for the 70% are trials in Superior Court), you end up with
approximately 15% of the full 71,814 going to court in south county (versus over 69% of
the total beds needed in 2006 being in south county - 7572 of 10,911. This, in fact, is in
opposition to the EIR's reasoning that the inmates would be closer to their appropniate
court to facilitate transportation. There are also no statistics along with those in Table 6
showing how many of those booked were convicted and sentenced, or where those
booked live (versus where they go to commit a crime). The statement on P. 27 that "This
data strongly suggest that the Musick Jail Expansion is situated appropriately for serving
the population of inmates from which the public desires protection.” is without statistical
|__validity, pure fabrication.

5.9.1, Environmental Setting. The EIR just whizzes past the 1:10 staff-to-inmate ratio
2 with a comment about better training and quality. Does that make it equal to 1:4? What
is the recommended and actual for facilities of similar size and inmate population?

5.12, Socioeconomic Effects. A study of home prices for 3 months following the
3 announcement of a possible jail (versus the actual building of one) and studies of the area
V around the Theo Lacy facility are all the studies that could be found? I doubt it.
gri374




3
cont/d)
On P. 7 of the EIR it states that you don't need to heed my comments or objections, but it does
state that your decision must be "supported by substantial evidence.”. This draft EIR does not
qualify as substantial evidence.

Sincerely,

Joseph G. Hower
24646 Via Del Rio
Lake Forest, CA 92630

601373



SHERIFF-CORONER DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF ORANGE

CALIFORNIA BRAD GATES
SHERIFF-CORONER
SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS PAUL RAMOS
OF ORANGE COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: OFFICE OF SHERIFF-CORONER UNDERSHERIFF
DANA POINT SAN CLEMENTE ASSISTANT SHERIFFS
LAGUNA HILLS  SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO JOHN HEWITT
LAGUNA NIGUEL STANTON JERRY KRANS
LAKE FOREST VILLA PARK DENNIS LADUCER

MISSION VIEJO DOUG STORM

October 7, 1996
RECEIVED

Paul Lanning, Project Manager ocT 07 1996 .
Environmental & Project Planning Division Environmental & Project Planning
300 N. Flower St., Room 321

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report #564 for the Expansion of the James A.
Musick Facility, Relocation of Interim Care Facility, and new Sheriffs
Southeast Station

Dear Mr. Lanning:

As a responsible agency, the Sheriff's Department has conducted a thorough review of
draft EIR 564 for the proposed expansion of the James A. Musick Facility, relocation of
Interim Care Facility, and new Sheriff's Southeast Station. As you are well aware, the
Sheriff's Department has been actively involved from the beginning in the preparation of
1 this EIR. We have provided input and review at every stage of the preparation and
review process.

Because we have been actively reviewing the document throughout it's preparation, our
comments now are relatively few. My staff and I have reviewed all the proposed
mitigation measures contained in the EIR and are in agreement with them and will abide
| by their directives.

Our ability to alleviate the overcrowding crisis that exists in the jail system today depends
in a large part on our ability to add an adequate number of maximum security beds to
house the increasing number of high risk, maximum security inmates entering the jail
system. This is where our greatest need has been and continues to be. As of August 1996
2 the Orange County jail system was operating at 138.6% of its capacity. As a result of the
"Three Strikes and You're Out" legislation in which inmates face the possibility of life in
prison for conviction of a third felony offense, inmates are choosing to go to trial instead
of plea bargaining. Because of this, the time that an inmate stays in jail awaiting trial has
significantly increased resulting in sentenced inmates having to be released early to make
Y room for incoming arrestees. There are just not enough beds for all the inmates entering

081376 DRUG USE
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Mr. Paul Lanning
October 7, 1996
Page 2

the jail system. Additionally, many of the criminals that are released early from their -
sentences are going out and committing new crimes in the community during the time
they should have been in jail serving time for their previous crimes. The number of

2 inmates in 1996 who have been released early and committed new crimes during the time
they should have still been in jail from their previous offense is on tract for the number of
(C ont' d]# crimes committed last year - close to 900. Orange County will soon be attracting more
and more criminals to our communities who will view Orange County as a place where if
you commit a crime and get caught you probably won't have to serve your full court
imposed sentence. Is this really the message the people of Orange County want to send?

We look forward to the successful completion of this environmental review period and
the ultimate certification of the EIR. Thank you again for the opportunity to participate
in this process.

Sincerely,

BG:km
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. RIVERSIDE COUNTY
LARRY D. SMITH, SHERIFF  \

Sherifft

P.0. BOX 512 < RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92502 < (509) 275-2400 » FAX (909) 275-2428

September 16, 1996

Jerry Krans

Assistant Sheriff, Corrections
Orange County Sheriff Coroner
550 North Flower Street

Santa Ana, CA 92702-0499

Dear Mr. Krans,

This letter is in response to your request reference possible inmate beds available in Riverside
County for out-of-county inmates. Like many correction facilities in California we are under a
federal court order to reduce over crowding. Therefore, at this time, we do not have any beds

available for out-of- County inmates.

We do not foresee any bed space becoming available in the near future. If we can be of further
assistance or if you have additional questions please contact me.

Sincerely yours.

C.

CHARLO BOYTOR, CHIEF DEPUTY
Corrections Division

CBils
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8346132 P.@1

MAYOR MANA(
Miguel A. Pulido Ogmd N Rgamz;s
MAYOR PRO TEM CITY ATTORNEY
Robert L. Richardson pellGR Joseph W. Fletcher
c?:sowmm V%%% CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
Espmozaa . . Jasice C. Guy
Pavicia A, McGuigan CITY OF SANTA ANA
Ted R Moreno PLANNING & BUILDING AGENCY
206 W. Fourth Street (M-20) » P.O. Box 1988
Santa Ana, Californta 92702
Fax (714) 973-1461
RECEIVED
October 7, 1996 OCT 07 1996

Environmental & Project Pianging

Mr. Paul Lanning

County of Orange

Environmental and Project Planning Division
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA S2702

RE: COMMENTS ON DEIR NO. 564; EXPANSION OF EXISTING JAMES A.
MUSICK JAIL FACILITY

Dear Mr. Lanning:

The purpose of this letter is to express our agency's comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
expansion of the James A. Musick Jail Facility located at 13502
Musick Drive in the City of Irvine. The proposed project includes
the expansion of the existing jail from approximately 1,200 plus
inmates to a maximum of 7,584 inmates. '

The EIR includes two alternatives within the City of Santa Ana: 1)
expansion of the Main Jail complex in the Civic Center; and 2)
release of maximum security inmates at the Intake and Release
Center in Santa Ana. We strongly concur with the conclusion in the
EIR that implementation of either alternative would be infeasible
given the short term and critical nature of bringing jail beds on-
line.

From Santa Ana's perspective, expansion of the Main Jail complex by
an additional 3,250 inmates would be inappropriate based upon the
following preliminary analysis:

Use compatibilit

The proposed alternative to expand the Main Jail complex would
disrupt the physical arrangement of established neighborhoods
to the immediate north, east and west. The City considers
this impact both significant and adverse.

00137
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Mr. Paul Lanning
Comments on DEIR No. 564
October 7, 1996

Page 2 of 3

In order to expand the existing County jail facility in Santa
Ana, the acquisition of land between the facility and Bristol
Street would be necessary. This area is an established
residential neighborhood and the acquisition of this land
2 would result in significant displacement impacts.
L Additionally, this acquisition would contribute to the
cunulative loss of housing in an area that is currently
experiencing overcrowding conditions. If this alternative was
to be implemented, a detailed displacement analysis would be
warranted as well as a study of the impact to housing
facilities in the City of Santa 2na. The City would be
opposed to any alternative that would reduce our existing
housing stock.

Wastewater Facilities

The City of Santa Ana Public Works Agency has indicated that
the proposed alternative to expand the Main Jail complex would
have adverse impacts tec the existing sewer system serving that
area. The existing trunk system in Bristol Street would
require substantial upgrades in order to accommodate the
3 expansion. If this alternative was to be implemented, a
detailed sewer study would be warranted to determine the
extent of improvements required. The Public Works Agency
anticipates extremely high costs would be associated with
these improvements. Additionally, coordination with the
Orange County Sanitation District would be necessary. The
City has no future plans to upgrade the sewer serving this
area.

Drainage Facilities

The Public Works Agency has indicated that there is
4 insufficient drainage capacity to accommodate the requirements

of an expansion. Improvements would be necessary to extend
the McFadden Avenue Storm Drain northward towards Fifth
Street. If this alternative was to be implemented, a detailed
| drainage analysis would be required.

In summary, given the extremely high cost of expansion of the Main
Jail complex, the extensive time dalay and the significant
infrastructure constraints which exist, this site does not meet the

County's objective of providing jail beds in the near future.

602580
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Mr. Paul Lanning
Comments on DEIR No. 564
October 7, 1996

Page 3 of 3

Additionally, based on the 1994 amended California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, Section 15126, Subdivision (d) (5),
a key factor in an off-site alternative analysis is whether any of
the significant effects of the project would be avoided or
6 substantially lessened. The EIR documents that with mitigatien,

all potential impacts at the Musick Jail Facility are reduced to
levels of insignificance. Due to its relatively remote location,
no housing or displacement impacts would occur if the jail were
constructed at this location. Conversely, this impact would be
significant and adverse with implementation of the Santa Ana site
alternative.

Second, we concur in the assessment that the transport and release
of Musick Facility inmates at the Intake and Release Center in
Santa Ana is unwarranted and infeasible. Should this alternative
7 be considered, it is expected that appropriate mitigation measures
would be developed to address the increased traffie, parking
demand, maintenance and securlty issues related to additlonal
activity in the Santa Ana Civic Center Complex.

We would appreciate your continued efforts to keep us informed on
the status of the project approval and EIR certification. If you
have any guestions, please contaet Maya DeRosa, Environmental
Coordinator, at (714) 667-2792.

///S rely,
- 2 — KI/LD

Robyn tegra £
Executijve Direc

RU:MD:tr

c: City Manager

cui381
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Community Development Depariment

=== City of Tustin

Oetober 7, 1996 300 Centennial Way

Mr. Paul Lanning

Environmental Planning Division

Orange County Environmental Management Agency
P.O. Box 4048 :
Santa Ana, California 92702-4048

8ubject: Musiock Braach Jail Expansgion Draft
Bavironmental Impact Repert (DEBIR)

Dear Mr. Lanning:

Thank you for your 1letter dated August 21, 1996,
regarding the availability of the Musick Branch Jail
DEIR. The letter noted that the DEIR would describe MCAS
Tustin as an alternative site for the preferred project.

On Octocber 19, 19%4, and June 23, 1995, ¢the City of
Tustin sent comment letters to the County of Orange
stating our objections to any reference to MCAS Tustin as
a reasonable and achievable alternative site for the Theo
Lacy Jail Expansion. As we commented previcusly, the
possibility of 1locating the proposed jail <facility
expansion at MCAS Tustin was rejected by the Tustin Base
Closure Task Porce and formally opposed by resolutiens
adopted by the Cities of Tustin and Irvine (see
attached). As a result, the County adopted the Final EIR
for the Theo Lacy Jail Expansion which rejected the
alternative site at MCAS Tustin and acknowledged ¢the
infeasibility of this location.

Similar to our comments on the Theo Lacy Jail expansion,
identifying MCAS Tustin as an alternative site for the
HMusick Branch Jail expansion is equally unrealistic and
infeasible. As you may knew, the MCAS Tustin Reuse Plan
was recently recommended for approval by the Tustin Base
Closure Task Force and will be considered for adoption by
the City Council, acting as the Local Redevelopment
Authority, later this year. The Reuse Plan does not
econtain areas that would be compatible for & 3jail
facility nor weould there de support for revisions that
would allow future entitlement of a jail facility at MCAS
Tustin. In addition, the Base Closure Task Force
W completed the approval process for all of the public

Tustin, CA 92780

Directer
(714) 573-3031

Planning & Zoning Info.
(714) 573-3140

Buiiding
(714) 573-3131
{716) 573-3132

Housing
(714) 5733117

Code Entorcement
(718) 573-3134
Business License
(718) 573-3144

lnepoction Requests
(714) 573-3141

Graffith Hot Line
(714) 673-3111

FAX Machine
(716) $73-3113
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Mr. Paul Lanning
October 7, 1996
Page 2

benefit conveyances that will be transferred to State and leocal
agencies at MCAS Tustin. There is no further opportunity for the
County to obtain additional sites through the public conveyance

FEO)COSB .

F1 Given the political, Jurisdictional, and regulatory obstacles

involved in obtaining entitlement for any jail facility at MCAS
Tustin, we do not believe that this alternative is reasonable or
feasible. The County itself, by rejecting the MCAS Tustin as an
alternative site for the Theo Lacy Jail Expansion, acknovledged the
infeasibility of this location for a jail facility. As such, we
strongly oppose any reference to MCAS Tustin as an alternative site
for the Musick Branch Jail expansion and request that the County
remove it from the DEIR.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call Rita Westfield,
Assistant Community Development Director, at (714) 573-3109.

Sincerely,

Chol M A et

Elizabeth A. Binsack
Community Development Director

cc: Thomas B, Mathews, County of Orange
George Britton, County of Orange
William Huston, city of Tustin
Christine A. Shingleton, City of Tustin
Dana Ogdon, City of Tustin
Rita Westfield, City of Tustin
Karen Peterson, City of Tustin

emmick.ier
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RESOLUTION NO. 92-184

A RBBOLUTION OF TBE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
TUSTIN, CALIFORNIA, STATING THE COUNCIL‘’S8 VEHEMENT
OPPOSITION TO ANY PROPOSAL TO LOCATE A CORRECTIONAL
PACILITY AT TEE MARINE CORPS AIR STATION-TUSTIW

The City Council of the City of Tustin, California, DOES HEREBY
RESOLVE as follows:

WHEREAS, the United States Congress and the President of
the United States has determined that the Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), Tustin, is surplus to the needs of the military,
required the base operations to be relocated and directed the
disposal of the Base property according to existing Base Clogure
Law; and

WHEREAS, Base Closure Law provides that the property be
offered to a succession of entities, including other federal
agencies, Homeless organizations, and State, County and local
governments prior to making it available to private interest;

and

WHEREAS, on October 30, 1932, the Department of the Navy
began its disposition process by advertising MCAS-Tustin
property availability to interested federal agencies. . Through
that process, the U.S. Department of Jusitice-Bureau of Priscns
has tranamitted a proposal to obtain a below market-value
interest 'in a portion of the Base property for the specific
purpose of locating a federal correctional facility within MCAS-
Tustin. In additiom, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department has
algo wmade specific Inquirles about the feasibility of a County
jail facility on the site; and

WHEREAS, the City of Tustin has appocinted a 17 member Base
Closure Task #Force comprised of the U.S. Marine Corps, community
leaders from the City of Tustin, the County of Orange, the City
of Irvine and the City of Santa ana, to consider issues
pertaining to the future reuse of MCAS-Tustin. On December 15,
1992, the Base Closure Task Force formally voiced its direct
opposition to any future reuse of the Base property for any type
of correctiornal facility; and

WHEREAS, upon learning of the proposal for a corractional
facility, the Base Closure Task Force immediately put forward
and approvec a motion to formally inform the Tustin City
Council, the Department of the Navy, the United States Marine
Corps, the U.S. Justice Department, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, the Orange County Beoard of Supervisors, the Orange
County Sheriff’s Department and our l.egislative representatives
in the State including Assemblypersons Tom Umberg, Mickey
Conroy, Doris Allen, Nolan Frizzelle, Senator Marian Bergeson,
Senator Johrn Lewjs and in Washington including Congressman
Dornan and Cox and Senator Feinstein and Senator-Elect Boxer of

601384
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Resolution No. 92-154
Page 2

8s

the community’'s opposition to any 8iting of any correctional
facility within MCAS-Tustin. Motion passed by a vote of 1S

ayes, 1 abstention, with one member failing to vote.

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Tustin

hereby resolves as follows:

1. The City of Tustin City Council shares the concern of
the Base Closure Task Force regarding this matter and
also vehemently opposes any siting of any County,
State or Federal correctional facility at the MCAS-

Tustin property.

2. The City Manager is hereby directed to formally
forward to the agencies noted above and any others,
the Base Closure Task Force and City Council’s adamant
opposition to the siting of any kind of correcticnal

facility at the MCAS-Tustin property.

'PASSED and ADOPTED by the City Council of Tustin this 21lst day

of December, 19S82.

(] ot

LESLIE ANNE PONTIOUS
Mayor

<

ot

(&W)

" -
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City of Tustin
REBOLUTION CERTIFICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss
CITY OF TUSTIN )

RESOLUTION NO. 92-154

Mary E. Wynn, City Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of the
city of Tustin, California, does hereby certify that the whole nuzber of
the members of the City Council is five: that the above and foregoing
regolution was passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council
held en the 21st day of December, 1992, by the following vote:

COUNCYLMEMBER AYES: Pontious, Potts, Puckett, Saltarslli, Thomas
COUNCILMEMBER NORS: None
COUNCIIMEMBER ABSTAINED: None
COUNCIIMEMBER ABSENT: None

¢

VYalerie teman, Chief. Deputy City Clerk

for Mary E. Wynn, City Clerk

002387
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